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PROLEGOMENON. 


In view of the examination thus far made of the Revisers’ 
Greek Text, the question may arise, how it is possible that a 
body of scholars so eminent as the Company of New-Testament 
Revisers should have been betrayed into introducing so many 
apparently, and often obviously, false readings. The answer is 
a very simple one. It was owing in part to the manner in 
which they performed their self-imposed task, and in part to 
the principles by which they were governed. 

In the first place, as a body they were not textual critics ; 
that is, they were not men who had devoted years to the study 
of the Greek Text of the New Testament with special refer- 
ence to its correctness or incorrectness as a transcript of the 
long-lost autographs. ‘The task of presenting to the Company 
the arguments fro and con in regard to any questionable read- 
ing became therefore a necessity. This was generally devolved 
upon Drs. Scrivener and Hort, the two members of the body 
who stood almost alone as entitled to speak with authority on 
questions relating to the text. After a statement of the facts, 

& and a presentation by each of his views, and his judgment in 
“reference to the reading or readings, there was generally more 
. or less questioning and discussion among the members of the 
i body present at the time; after which the vote of the Com- 
7 pany was taken, and the proposed reading accepted or rejected. 

. This was the manner in which, as one of their own number 
M expresses it, “the text was settled.”+ Generally speaking, it 


1 See Lectures on Bible Revision, pp. 119, 120, by Samuel Newth, D.D. 
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was Dr. Hort’s earnestness and eloquence that won the day. 
This is probably what Dr. Schaff means in speaking of Dr. 
Hort as one who “ exerted great influence in the Revision Com- 
pany on all matters of reading.”* And as the readings advo- 
cated by him were those adopted by himself and Dr. Westcott 
in the “advance sheets” of their forth-coming Greek Testa- 
ment, which had been previously and freely distributed among 
the Revisers for their examination and information, and which 
were regarded as presumably presenting the purest and best 
Greek text of the New Testament in existence, they were 
almost as a matter of course adopted. The exceptions to this 
were comparatively few, and mostly on points practically of 
minor importance. A Text adopted in this hasty manner, 
without previous personal investigation or a thorough examina- 
tion of the evidence in support of or against the varying read- 
ings, must almost of necessity introduce errors of various kinds. 
Is it any wonder, then, that corrupt readings should abound 
in a Text framed by a body of men who, however eminent 
they might be in other departments of knowledge and Chris- 
tian work, after listening to plausible arguments in behalf of 
those readings, should “ settle the text’ by voting them in? 
That it should scarcely be otherwise will be still more obvious 
when we look at the principle which may be said to constitute 
the corner-stone on which this new structure, the Revisers’ 
Text, was erected, namely, that the readings of “the oldest 
extant Greek manuscripts are to be preferred to those of all 
other documents. This is the leading principle with Drs. 
Westcott and Hort in all their labors upon the Greek text of 
the New Testament ; and their views on this point were very 
largely shared by the majority of the New-Testament Com- 
pany, and governed them in their decisions. Such is the 
estimate placed by those learned editors on the readings of 





1 Introduction to Amer. edition of Westcott and Horts New T. excament 
in Greek, p. ix. 
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the Vatican and Sinaitic Codices that other readings, how- 
ever strongly attested, are practically of no account. Cursives 
that differ from these manuscripts are disregarded altogether, 
Early versions and Fathers that support other readings are 
similarly set aside and frowned upon. Such documents and 
readings are everywhere branded as Syrian, or Western, or 
Alexandrian, — terms of no meaning of course, except at most 
to indicate the class of manuscripts to which they are adjudged 
as belonging, and always to show that readings so designated 
are not found in B, and that, in the judgment of these critics, 
they are false and unworthy of regard. In their eyes, “ B very 
far exceeds all other documents in neutrality [¢.e. in purity] of 
text.”! “It holds a unique position. Its text is throughout Pre- 
Syrian” ; z.c. ante-Nicene or apostolic.” “ Even when B stands 
quite alone, its readings must never be lightly rejected.’’? 
“ B must be regarded as having preserved not only a very 
ancient text, but a very pure line of very ancient text, and 
that with comparatively small depravation either by scattered 
ancient corruptions otherwise attested or by individualisms of 
the scribe himself.”* ‘At a long interval after B, but hardly a 
less interval before all other manuscripts, stands ¥.”° “The text 
of $$ seems to be entirely, or all but entirely, Pre-Syrian.”® “The 
fourth century has bequeathed to us two manuscripts, of which 
even the less incorrupt must have been of exceptional purity 
among its own contemporaries.”” What utterly depraved and 
worthless copies of the New Testament its contemporaries, 
then, must have been! We fairly shudder at the thought of 





1 [troduction to the New Testament in Greek, p. 171. 

2 Tbidem, p. 150. 

8 The New Testament in Greek, p. 557, 

4 Introduction, etc., pp. 250, 251. 

5 ]Ibidem, p. 171. One feels like stopping to take a long breath on 
coming to a statement like this. 

6 Tbidem;-p. r51. Another long breath needed. 

7 Ibidem, p. 287. 
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the critical horrors from which we have been saved by the loss 
of those corrupt contemporaries of {! Westcott and Hort’s 
belief is that, except in a very few instances, “ the readings of 
t¢ and B should be accepted as the true readings until strong 
internal evidence is found to the contrary, and that no readings 
of &% and B can safely be rejected absolutely” 3? which, while 
furnishing a loop-hole of escape, implies that strong internal 
evidence can hardly be found to overcome their testimony. 
These views of Westcott and Hort are also largely shared 
to-day by not a few in America as well as in England. Hence 
the frequent use in certain quarters of the phrase “ the best 
texts,” or “the preponderance of authorities,” not meaning 
thereby the best, the purest, and most correct texts, or the 
preponderance of testimony obtainable from all the different 
sources within reach. What is meant by this language is 
simply the Vatican and Sinaitic Codices; or, at most, these 
two manuscripts and the handful of other documents that are 
for the most part in accord with them in their peculiar read- 
ings. Such an application of the expression “the best texts ”’ 
is obviously a perversion of words. Properly speaking, the 
best texts are those that are freest from spurious and erroneous 
readings of every kind. But no careful, impartial, thorough 
comparison has ever been made among manuscripts to see 
which are really the best. As a general rule, it has been 
assumed that a certain manuscript was the best, and that 
others, more or less coinciding with that, were among the best. 
This, however, is simply a begging of the whole question. 
But let manuscripts be compared one with another with refer- 
ence to what are known to be erroneous readings or are capable 
of being shown to be such, and let those in which the fewest 
number of false or spurious readings are found be pronounced 
the best, and we shall have something like a trustworthy stand- 
ard of what is best among manuscripts and versions. When 


pea a el eS See ae ae 


1 Tbidem, p. 225. 
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one of two manuscripts or versions is found habitually to con- 
tain what are obviously false readings, or readings that may be 
clearly shown to be false, we have a sound basis for judgment, 
and cannot err in deciding which of the two is the better text. 
But, as just intimated, this is a work that has never yet been 
performed, even with reference to any two documents. All 
that we have as yet is an estimate or judgment formed from a 
general study or examination of documents, enabling one to 
say, for example, that B presents a purer text than &, or A 
a better text than D. The true standard of relative excellence 
among manuscripts is yet to be ascertained, and the compara- 
tive superiority and value of documents to be determined. 

Again, it is supposed by some that the science of textual © 
criticism in reference to the New Testament is matured ; that 
it admits of very few or no modifications or improvements ; 
that the labors of textual critics hitherto have established prin- 
ciples that determine nearly all the questions that have arisen 
or may arise concerning the text ; so that no trustworthy advance 
.can now be made except in accordance with principles and 
methods already projected and explained, and that it is vain 
to look forward to any future recension of the text that will 
supersede the latest efforts of scholars in this direction. All 
this implies that there is a very general and hearty concurrence 
‘among students of the text in regard not only to the principles 
of criticism, but to the results attained by the application of 
those principles. But this can hardly be called an impartial, 
or even an intelligent, view of the subject. 

The truth is, the Greek Text of the New Testament, in its 
present state, cannot be said to be settled. All modern editors 
are more or less at variance with each other; some of them, 
in different editions, are even at variance with themselves. 
This is due mainly to the principles, general and particular, on 
which they have proceeded. Of late years, the restoration of 
the so-called Ante-Nicene Text has been the professed aim of 
certain editors. But the making up of a text from fourth- 
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century manuscripts and ante-Nicene versions and writings alone 
can never give the text of the writers of the New Testament. 
In the first place, those manuscripts, versions, and writings 
are not in agreement among themselves ; there is no such thing 
as a distinctively ante-Nicene or fourth-century text. In the 
second place, the earliest extant manuscripts and versions are all 
more or less depraved ; so that if any one of them were taken 
and adhered to,— except where they are universally admitted 
to be in error, —as the basis of a correct text, the text thus 
obtained would be even more corrupt than any now in print. 
Again, were any two editors or companies of editors, altogether 
independent of each other, and without any communication, 
either direct or indirect, each with the other, to undertake a 
so-called restoration of the Text of the first century, or of any 
other of the early centuries, beyond what we already have, and 
have had for the last three centuries, there would probably be 
as much difference between the results of the labors of those 
two editors or companies of editors as between any two editions 
of the Greek New Testament now before the public. In fact, 
the critical study of the Greek Text of the New Testament, 
though dating back more than 350 years, is yet in its minority. 
The more one carefully and critically and reverently examines 
the printed text to which he may have access, though it be 
considered the best, the more deeply will he be convinced of 
this. There are errors not a few yet to be laid bare, and many 
corrections yet to be made, before the text can be properly 
regarded as settled. These errors are not of such a character 
‘as to affect in any appreciable degree the truths revealed ; nor 
are the corrections such as to modify in the least the gen- 
eral trend and end of Scripture teaching. If their influence is 
felt in any degree upon the meaning of the Word, the thoughts 
embodied therein, it will be simply in removing obstructions, 
in shedding light on what may now be more or less obscure, 
in establishing and strengthening the believer’s faith, and in 
‘rendering the New Testament as a whole even more clear, 
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more harmonious, more self-evidencing than it is now. But 
the means of detecting these errors are not peculiar to any one 
manuscript or set of manuscripts, however excellent may be its 
general character ; for the true text of the New Testament is 
the possession of no one ancient document or set of docu- 
ments, but is more or less held as a common possession among 
them. Hence, if we would know what that text really is, we 
should not limit our observations, as some do, to the readings 
of a few documents, but extend our views and researches to all 
the various sources of evidence within our reach. Here, then, 
is a field of investigation and labor deserving of profound 
attention, and worthy of the most consecrated energies of the 
Christian student. It is one that calls for earnest, loving, 
patient, persevering labor.. If thus entered upon and explored 
with wisdom, freedom from bias, and an eye ever open for the 
truth, the results can hardly fail to be welcomed by all sincere 
lovers and genuine students of God’s Word. 
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JOHN, 


5 ae 238 


THE reading, “ This was he that said,” to which the marginal 
note refers as found in some ancient copies in place of “This 
was he of whom I said,” appears only in &§ as amended by its 
contemporary reviser (the original scribe having omitted the 
words), B first hand, and C first hand. The reading, though 
adopted by Westcott and Hort with a dash before and another 
after it, is an error into which some early reader or scribe seems 
to have been betrayed by not finding any record that John had 
previously uttered the words that follow. But, being palpably. 
false, it was subsequently corrected in all these manuscripts. 
It was the same circumstance that gave rise to the original 
reading of §¥, “ This was he who, coming after me, is preferred 
before me”; which, though more plausible, is without other 
support. The common reading is, beyond doubt, the true one. 
‘It is abundantly attested by $§ as amended by a seventh-century 
corrector, A, B as amended by a sixth-century corrector (C 
third hand reads éAeyor instead of efrov), D, E, F, G, H, K, L, 
M, S, U, V, T, A, A, II, as well as all the cursives and ancient 
versions. 


1In Huet’s edition of Origen’s Works, Vol. vi., 3, Origen is made to 
quote this passage with this reading, though other editions, in the same 
place as well as elsewhere, represent him as giving the evangelist’s words 
according to the received reading. 
II 
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i, 18; 


On the reading povoyevs eds, “ only-begotten God,” referred 
to in the margin, and vouched for by &, B, C first hand, L, 33, 
the reader is referred to the able and exhaustive essays of the 
late Ezra Abbot, which may be found in the recently published 
volume of his writings entitled Critical Essays (Geo. H. Ellis, 
Boston), pp. 241-285. Dr. Scrivener concludes his remarks 
on this reading with saying that “ the present is just such a case 
as calls for the interposition of the more recent uncial and cur- 
sive codices; and when we find. that they all, with the single 
exception of Codex 33, defend the reading 6 povoyenys vids, we 
feel safe in concluding that for once Codices ¥, B, C, and the 
Peshito do not approach the autograph of S. John so nearly as 
‘Codex A, the Curetonian Syriac, and Old Latin versions.” * 


i. 42. 


Rec. T. Zlpov 6 vids "Iwva *— Simon the son of Jona. 
Rev. T. Zipev 6 vids Iwavov *— Simon the son of John. 


The reading “son of John” is supported by §, B first hand 
(C and D are defective), L, 33, five manuscripts of the Old 
‘Latin, and four of the Vulgate, the Memphitic, the Roman 
Ethiopic, and Nonnus in his metrical paraphrase. The read- 
ing “son of Jona” is attested by A, B third hand, E, F, G, H, 
_K,M,5, U,V, X, T', A, A, IL, every cursive but one, ¢ and g of 
the Old Latin, the Vulgate, the Peshito, Philoxenian, and Jeru- 
salem Syriac, the Armenian, the Ethiopic as represented by 
the manuscripts, Epiphanius, Chrysostom, and Cyril of Alexan- 
dria. The transcriber of the Old Latin manuscript e, being 
puzzled by the two readings, and not being able to decide 
-between them, cut the Gordian knot by writing frater Andree, 
“brother of Andrew,” instead. We see no reason for blindly 
following the Vatican and Sinaitic manuscripts and their allies 





1 Introduction, p. 606. 
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here any more than in many other places. The reading "Iwdvvov 
(or, as B and the Revisers have it, "Iwdvov) originated in a 
double error. In the first place “Iwv@, “Jonah,” was mistaken 
or misread as “Iwava, another form for "Iwdvov or “Iwavvov, from 
the nominative "Iwavas, as many manuscripts read in’ Luke iii. 
27. Codex 69 has this very form “Iwava at xxi. 17 ; and Codex 
gt has ‘Iwavva in verses 15, 16, as well as in verse 17 of the 
same chapter. This error was the more readily committed by 
taking vids in the sense of disciple or follower, as in Matt. xii. 
27 and Luke xi. 19, and frequently in the Septuagint, instead 
of its usual sense of son. This makes the true meaning of the 
Revisers’ reading as given in the documents whence it comes, 
not “Simon the son of John,” but “ Thou art Simon as the 
disciple of John; thou shalt [henceforth] be called Cephas.” 
But this, of course, is a false reading; and that such is the 
case is evident from the fact that Matthew (xvi. 17) reports 
Jesus as calling Peter, on an after occasion, “Simon, son of 
Jonah”; nor is there any difference among the. manuscripts 
in this reading. But “Jonah” and “John” are names quite 
distinct one from the other in origin, signification, and form, 
the former meaning a dove, and the latter a gift from the Lord 
or given by the Lord. Notwithstanding the scholium cited by 
Tischendorf from the margin of Codex Tischendorfianus IIL, 
to the effect that in place of “ Barjona” in Matt. xvi. 17, the 
Hebrew Gospel of Matthew has “the son of John,” we cannot 
but think that the scholiast is in error, since the two names are 
not interchangeable. If Matthew was correct in reporting the 
Saviour as having called Peter the son of Jonah, and all manu- 
scripts agree in this, the evangelist John, who knew Peter full 
as well, and could report his Master’s words quite as correctly, 
as Matthew did, could not have confounded “ Barjonah” with 
a name which to a Jew is so widely different from it as “ Bar- 
john.” The reading of “son of John” found in xxi. 15-17 is 
simply a reading conformed to this, supported by the same 
class of witnesses. 
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i. 49. 


Rec. T. od ef 6 Bacideds rod “Iopand. — thou art the king of Israel. 
Rev. T. ob Bacrdeds ef rod Iepand. — thou art king of Israel. 


There is no apparent reason why the Revisers should have 
adopted this reading on the testimony of A, B, L, two cursives, 
and possibly Epiphanius, —five witnesses or six at the most, — 
and not have adopted the reading dy in verse 50, which is 
overwhelmingly supported, instead of cya. It is true that 
neither change is essential to a revision of the English text, for 
the meaning is the same in either case in both places. But, 
for that matter, only a portion of the changes made by the 
Revisers in the original were necessary to a proper revision of 
the English. Many of them, like this, are evident departures 
from the original, and questionably attested at best; for there 
can be no doubt that Nathanael, after having said, “Thou a@7¢ 
the Son of God,’ added, in the same natural order of words, 
“thou art the king of Israel.”’ Only a lover of variety of expres- 
sion would invert a part of the last clause, and make it read, 
“Thou king art of Israel,” and at the same time omit the arti- 
cle as improper. John assuredly would not have so reported 
Nathanael. That he did not, is abundantly testified by the 
supporters of the common text, — namely, & (C and D are 
defective), BE,’ F, G, HK, M.S, UAV, x, PA, AS My nearty 
all the cursives, all the versions, Epiphanius according to one 
codex (though not according to another), Chrysostom, Cyril, 
and Theodoret. 


Ley ie 
> > 
Rec. T. dar Gpte dere tov otpavov avewydra, — hereafter ye shall 
see heaven open. 


Rev. T, dipeoe tov obpavdv avewydta,— Ye shall see the heaven 
opened. 


The common reading here is attested by A (C and D are 
defective), E, F, G, HK, M,"S,U,.V, Xo i eae rate 


JOHN. 15 


cursives, ¢, g of the Old Latin, the Peshito and Philoxenian 
Syriac, Chrysostom, Cyril, and Augustine. On the other hand, 
dx’ dpre is wanting in §, B, L, six copies of the Old Latin, the 
Vulgate, the Memphitic, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, Origen 
two or three times, and Epiphanius and Cyril each once. Its 
presence is attributed by some to its being introduced from 
Matt. xxvi. 64. But it is more probably a part of the original 
text, early omitted through failure to perceive its applicable- 
ness. ‘The word means not “ after this” or “hereafter,” as the 
A. V. has it, but “from this time,” “ henceforth.” And as the 
language connected with it was taken literally and misunder- 
stood, the expression was piously omitted as unsuitable. But 
a true understanding of Jesus’ symbolic language here reveals 
the word to be a significant and important one in its true sense 
of “henceforward” or “ from this time onward.” ‘ 


ii. 11. 


Rec. T. tatryy érolncev thy dpxyv tav onpelov 6 “Inoots. — This 
beginning of miracles did Jesus. 

Rey. T. ratrny éroinoev apxynv tav onpelov 6 “Inoods. — This be- 
ginning of his signs did Jesus. 


The Revisers’ omission of the article is in accordance with 
A, B, L, T®, A, 1, 33, 262, Origen, Eusebius according to some 
codices, Chrysostom in one place, and the Paschal Chronicle. 
But its presence is called for by §, E, F, G, H, K, M, §S, U, V, 
X, I, A, Il, all but three cursives, Eusebius in another place, 
Chrysostom in two other places, and Cyril of Alexandria. One 
of the principles of Greek composition also makes the pres- 
ence of the article necessary, if the rendering of the Revisers 
presents the exact meaning of the evangelist. ‘That principle 
is, that a noun limited by a demonstrative pronoun must be 
preceded by the article. It is not to be supposed that John 
could have omitted the article. If his meaning had been 
“Jesus wrought this as a beginning of miracles,” he might have 
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written rotro éroiycev dpynv tov onperwv 6 “Iycots. But the 
only legitimate Greek for “this beginning” is either tiv apxnv 
ravryv or the Greek of the Received Text. And yet that Greek 
must needs be revised to have a correct basis for a proper 
English version ! . 


ii. 12. 


Rec. T. ot &SeAdot adrod, — his brethren. 
Rev. T. ot aSeAgol, — 42s brethren. 


“ A revision of the Greek text was the necessary foundation 
of our work,” again. So says the Revisers’ Preface. But a 
literal translation of the text here would make the correspond- 
ing revised English rendering read “his mother, and the 
brethren, and his disciples’; or rather, as the reading was 
probably meant to be taken, “his mother and the brethren, 
even his disciples.” The reading “the brethren” is supported 
by B, L, T°, three copies of the Old Latin, and Origen in four 
different places. But L, T°, and Origen in three of those 
places also read “ and the disciples,” — making the consistent 
reading “his mother, and brethren, and disciples”; while &, 
six cursives, two of those three Old Latin manuscripts in com- 
mon with four others, and the Armenian Version omit “ and 
his disciples” altogether. The pronoun (“his”) in connec- 
tion with “ brethren,” is vouched for by &¥, A, E, F, G, H, K, 
M, 5S, U, V, X, T, A, A, Il, the entire body of the cursives, 
three copies of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, the Peshito, Phi- 
loxenian, and Jerusalem Syriac, the Memphitic, the Armenian, 
the Ethiopic, and Cyril of Alexandria. It is not at all proba- 
ble that Luke, in writing three nouns in succession coupled 
together as here, should have limited only the first and the last 
of the three with “his,” when the intermediate one required 
that limitation just as truly as the last of the trio. The absence 
of the pronoun is due, not to its non-insertion by Luke, but to 
its being dropped by some one to whom the idea of Jesus’ 
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having brothers, in the common acceptance of that word, was 
offensive. It is the work of an early believer in the perpetual 
virginity of the mother of our Lord. There need be no doubt 
as to the true reading, that of the Received Text being abun- 
dantly attested. 


il. 15. 
Rec. T. e€xee rd Képpa — poured out the money. 
Rev. T. éf€xee ta képpara— poured out the money. 


There is no difference in the meaning of the two readings; 
so that the change was not necessary to the revision of the 
English Version. ‘Tischendorf, and Lachmann in his text, 
adopt the former; Tregelles and Westcott and Hort, the lat- 
ter. The former is attested by &%, A (C and D defective), E, 
F, G, H, K, M, P, S, U, V, T, A, A, I, every cursive but one, 
ali but two copies of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, and Nonnus. 
The latter is the reading of B, L, T°, X, 33, 4, g of the Old 
Latin, the Memphitic, the Armenian, and Origen in a number 
of places. B, X, If second hand, ten or twelve cursives, and 
Origen, as well as Cyril, also read dvérpefey at the end of the 
verse, —a reading which no modern editors, however, except 
Westcott and Hort, adopt as genuine instead of dvéorpever, 
though they might do it with almost as good reason as to 
adopt the plural here instead of ‘the singular,—a form that 
was introduced under the false idea that it was more appropri- 
ate than the singular to use in connection with eee, “poured 
out.” 


ili. 13. 


The “many ancient authorities” that “omit which is in 
heaven” from the end of this verse are &, B, L, T, 33, one 
manuscript of the Memphitic, the Ethiopic, and Cyril and 
Origen each once, simply because it did not serve their pur- 
pose to quote the words. The omission, for such it is, was 
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due to the apparent inconsistency of Jesus’ being reported as 
speaking of himself as the Son of man “who is in heaven” 
when he was in Palestine. Of course, tne words are thrown 
out of the text by Westcott and Hort; but they are retained 
by Lachmann, Tregelles, Tischendorf, and other modern edi- 
tors. The evidence in support of their genuineness is simply 
overwhelming. They are found in A, E, G,H, K, M, §, U, 
V, T, A, A, I, all the cursives but one (though Codices 80 
and 88 change “in heaven” to “ from heaven’’), every copy 
of the Old Latin and of the Vulgate, all four of the Syriac 
Versions, all but one manuscript of the Memphitic, and the 
Armenian Version. In addition to this, the words are attested 
as genuine by Hippolytus, Origen according to his Latin inter- 
preter very expressly, Dionysius of Alexandria, Didymus, Basil 
the Great, Athanasius, Epiphanius, Chrysostom, Eustathius, 
Theodoret, Cyril, Theodore of Mopsuestia, and other Greek 
Fathers, not to mention a long list of Latin Fathers. One thing 
is certain, that, while it is easy to account for the omission 
of these words, they probably would not have got into the 
text if they had not been genuine. 


iii. 16. 


Rec. T. was 6 morredov els aitov .. . xq Lonv aldviov. — whoso- 
ever believeth in him should . . . have eternal life. 

Rev. T. was 6 morebwov év aitd exp fonv aidviov. — whosoever 
believeth may in him have eternal life. [Margin: “Or, delieveth in him 
may have.” | 


The only Greek manuscripts in support of the Revisers’ 
reading év air@ are B and T®. These are seconded, however, 
by three copies of the Old Latin, and seven manuscripts of 
the Vulgate. The common reading is attested by & (A has 
ér avrdv instead), E, F, G, H, K (L has én’ aird), M, S, U, 
V,T, A, A, I, all the cursives, five copies of the Old Latin 
Version, the printed Vulgate as well as several of its manu- 
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script copies, Chrysostom, Cyril, Theodoret, Lucifer, and 
others. The readings of A and L, which can only mean “on 
him,” and therefore cannot be taken with éyy as the Revisers 
in the text take “in him,” are in support of the common 
reading, — “ whosoever believeth on him.” This form of words 
(micrevey eis aitév) appears again in verses 18, 36, as well as 
in verse 16. In fact, it is the evangelist’s invariable formula 
for expressing belief on or in Jesus; so that the Revisers’ 
marginal rendering “believeth in him,” though a legitimate 
translation of their Greek, is the rendering of a form of words 
which John nowhere uses in expressing that thought. The 
revised reading is apparently an attempt on the part of some 
early critic to introduce variety, or possibly to bring the 
evangelist’s language here into correspondence with chap. 
i. 4. The order of the words, however, is an unnatural one 
for expressing the thought. Compare xx. 31. The reading 
may safely be regarded a false one. 


iii. 17. 


Rec. T. tév viov avrod — his Son. 
Rev. T. tév vidvy— the Son. 


The omission of “his” here is the work of the same hand 
that omitted it in the preceding verse. There, however, the — 
omission is supported only by §& first hand and B. - Here it is 
favored by two additional uncials, L, T?, and five cursives. 
Tischendorf and Westcott and Hort may be consistent in 
omitting atrod from both verses, though in neither verse is 
there sufficient evidence or good reason for doing it. 


iii. 31. 
A marginal note says that “some ancient authorities read 


he that cometh from heaven beareth witness of what he hath 
seen and heard.” In other words, & first hand, D, the four 
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cursives, 1, 22, 118, 473, six manuscripts of the Old Latin 
Version, the Curetonian Syriac, and the Armenian omit “is 
above all,” together with the words “and” and “ this” in the 
next verse. On this testimony, Tischendorf adopts the read- 
ing; while Westcott and Hort place it in the margin as a 
secondary reading, which in their judgment may possibly be 
the true one. But it bears too palpable marks of being an 
attempted improvement of the evangelist’s language, and is 
too feebly attested to deserve consideration. It is plain 
enough that the words might have been omitted from a desire 
to avoid a seemingly unnecessary repetition. If they are not 
genuine, it is difficult to see any temptation for introducing 
them in this connection. 


iv. 9. 


The sentence “ For Jews have no dealings with Samaritans ” 
is noted as one which “some ancient authorities omit.” But 
such marginal notes are uncalled for. ‘The clause is omitted 
only by & first hand, D, and three copies of the Old Latin 
Version. It is true, Tischendorf regards it as a gloss, and 
omits it; and Westcott and Hort seem to be in doubt, and 
enclose it in brackets. But it was evidently omitted lest igno- 
rant readers might consider it a part of the Samaritan woman’s 
words to Jesus, instead of a parenthetical explanation thrown 
in by the evangelist. As he was not writing for Jews, he very 
naturally inserted the clause to account for the woman’s remark, 
just as he inserted verse 8 to show why Jesus asked the woman 
for a drink. Its genuineness is abundantly attested by & as 
amended by the original scribe or his “ proof-reader,” A, B, C, 
E, F,G, H, K, L, M, S, T°, U, Va1y AoA ealethe cursive: 
five copies of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, and all the other 
ancient versions. It is consequently retained by Lachmann, 
Tregelles, and modern editors generally. 
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Vv. 3. 


Rec. T. mA80s woAd —a great multitude. 
Rey. T. wA00s —a multitude. 


The omission of “ great”’ is according to §X, B, C, D, L, 33, 
68, five copies of the Old Latin, the Memphitic, the Thebaic, 
the Curetonian and Jerusalem Syriac, the Ethiopic, and Chrys- 
ostom twice. But the word may have been early dropped on 
account of the apparent extravagance of speaking of the sick 
who occupied the five porches as “a great multitude.’”’ What- 
ever might have been done elsewhere, it seems altogether 
improbable that any one would ever have been tempted to 
insert the word here if not genuine. It is evidently used to 
denote a comparatively great number, a large number for the 
place, or in comparison with the number usually there. In 
this sense, it appears to be a part of the original text, and is 
attested as such by A, E, F, G, H, I, K, M, S, U, V,T, A, A, TI, 
nearly all the cursives, three copies of the Old Latin, the 
Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Armenian, Cyril of Alex- 
andria, and Chrysostom in two other places, — which fact not 
only neutralizes his testimony in favor of the omission, but 
really indicates that the evangelist wrote not merely “a multi- 
tude” but “a great multitude.” 


V. 3, 4: 


Rec. T. éxSexopévov . . . voonpart. — waiting for the moving of the 
water. For an angel went down at a certain season into the pool, and 
troubled the water: whosoever then first after the troubling of the water 
stepped in, was made whole of whatsoever disease he had. 

Rey. T. omits; but the margin says that “many ancient authorities 
insert ” these words, “ wholly or in part.” 


The entire passage, which consists of the last clause of verse 
3, and the whole of verse 4, is wanting in \X, B, C first hand, 
157, 314, ¢ of the old Latin, the Curetonian Syriac, the Thebaic, 
and one manuscript of the Memphitic Version, — altogether, less 
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than ten documents. In addition to these, D, 33, 4, 7 of the 
Old Latin, a few manuscripts of the Vulgate, and several of 
the Armenian Version, unite in omitting the fourth verse, and 
only this; while A first hand, L, 18, omit simply the last clause 
of the third verse, — “‘ waiting for the moving of the waters.” 
This clause, however, is supported by A second hand, C third 
hand,’D,E, F,'G,*H,1, KyM,S, U,V, £, Ay Aa TP (tie fase 
having asterisks attached, to denote omission by some), nearly 
all the cursives, eight manuscripts of the Old Latin, the Peshito, 
Philoxenian, and Jerusalem Syriac, one edition of the Mem- 
phitic, the Armenian, and the Ethiopic, as well as Chrysostom 
twice, Cyril, and Nonnus in his free paraphrastic way. The 
genuineness of verse 4 is quite as strongly attested by A, C 
third hand, E, F, G, H, I, K, L, M, S with asterisks, U, V, I, 
A, A with obeli hinting suspicion, II as before with asterisks, 
most of the cursives, some of them marked with asterisks, and 
some with obeli, six copies of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, the 
Peshito, Jerusalem, and Philoxenian Syriac (though in the last 
the latter half of the verse is marked with obeli), Wilkins’ 
Memphitic, the printed copies of the Armenian, Chrysostom 
and Ambrose each twice, Cyril, Tertullian, and Didymus, — 
with some verbal differences (most of which are easily 
accounted for) among the documents. This, however, is not 
an uncommon thing in some of the best attested passages, as 
Luke ix. 25, xvi. 27, and many others. In regard to the docu- 
mentary evidence, all that we can truly say is, that it is divided ; 
there is nothing really conclusive as to’ either reading. To 
decide the question, we need to look further, and consider the 
probabilities. 

It is said by the advocates of the Revised Text that verse 4 
was inserted to explain the statement in verse 7 about the 
troubling of the water. If the account given in verse 4 was 
foisted into the text, as some suppose, whence was it derived? 
who would have inserted it? It speaks for itself that it is the 
offspring of a Jewish mind. But Jews were not among the 


JOHN, 23 


transcribers and early emendators of the New-Testament writ- 


_ings. Josephus records no such account. Neither he nor any 
_ other ancient author within our knowledge gives any intimation 
, that the Jews had any legend or story of the kind. Moreover, 


the words themselves forbid our viewing them as the record 
of a superstitious conceit, much less of a natural occurrence. 
Verse 4 is evidently designed to state a supernatural or miracu- 
lous event. The water was agitated by an angel. Whoever 
after that jrs¢ stepped in was at once cured, whatever may 
have been his disease or trouble. Only one, and that the first 
one after the disturbance of the water, could be healed. Vo 
matter what his trouble was, he was znvariably and instantly 
cured. It will not do to say that “the water was found at 
certain intervals to be impregnated with gases which gave it a 
strengthening property, and this was sufficient to a/tract many 
sufferers.” To speak thus is to lose sight of the point alto- 
gether. ‘The water not only possessed at times a property 
which attracted many sufferers, but was endued with power to 
cure every one who first availed himself of it after it had been 
imparted to the water, whadever his disease may have been, 
That property was not merely strengthening; it healed at 
once, and yet healed but one. As Dr. Bloomfield says, “the 
circumstances of the narration utterly exclude the notion of 
anything short of miraculous agency.” There is no attempt at 
attributing the cures to natural causes.. The efficacy of the 
pool, the time, and mode of its curing are considered and 
represented as results of divine agency. But the writer, instead 
of saying that God troubled the water, in perfect Jewish style 
says, “an angel troubled” it. Just so Matthew says (xxviii. 2), 
“ An angel of the Lord rolled away the stone” from before the 
sepulchre ; and Paul speaks of the law (Gal. iii. 19) as “ or- 
dained through angels,” and (Heb. ii. 2) as “the word spoken 
by angels.” Angels were the agents by whom God wrought. 
And it is in that sense that the writer speaks here of an angel 
as troubling the water. It accords with the teaching of scrip- 
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ture generally, to the effect that angels are the invisible instru- 
ments of good to men. So that this way of stating the fact, 
however different from the manner in which we would naturally 
express ourselves, is not to be wondered at, much less to be 
considered as essentially unscriptural and unworthy of accept- 
ance as a part of the evangelist’s record. Again, on reading 
the narrative with this passage omitted, there may be no appar- 
ent break in going from the middle of verse 3 to verse 5, as in 
the text of the R. V. But, in reading on and coming to verse 
6, and finding that at least one of this multitude of invalids and 
sufferers had been there @ dong time, the reader naturally won- 
ders why this should be so. The next verse explains the mys- 
tery in part, though very enigmatically, it must be confessed : 
“TJ have no man, when the water is troubled, to put me into 
the pool ; but, while I am coming, another steppeth in before 
me.” Yet, even here, the question naturally arises, What does 
this troubling of the water mean? and why does he speak of 
having himself put into the pool? Now if the omitted passage 
were not genuine, eve is just where a corrector or reviser of 
the text would naturally have inserted it, in order to explain 
the poor cripple’s meaning. But we find no trace of anything 
of the kind in this connection among the manuscripts or other 
ancient documents. None but the original writer, in anticipa- 
tion of what he was about to say, would have inserted the pas- 
sage where it occurs. It certainly comes in very naturally, and 
presents no appearance of having been interpolated. Similar - 
introductory remarks, designed to prepare the reader for some 
following statement or incident, not unfrequently appear in this 
and the other Gospels. Thus, in Mark v. 24, we read that much 
people followed Jesus, “and thronged him,” preparing the 
reader for the disciple’s words, in verse 31, “Thou seest the 
multitude ¢hvonging thee, and sayest thou, Who touched me?” 
Compare Luke viii. 42, 45. So, too, in Luke ii. 26, the statement 
that it was revealed to Simeon that he should not die till “he 
had seen the Lord’s Anointed,” is given in order to prepare 
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the reader for the words in verse 29, “Now lettest thou thy 
servant depart in peace, according to thy word.” Other in- 
stances appear in John ii. 1, “And the mother of Jesus was 
there,” —a remark introduced to prepare the way for verse 35 
vi. 2, “And a great multitude followed him,” preparing the 
reader for the statement in verse 5, “And seeing that a great 
multitude was coming to him”; vi. 23, “ But other boats came 
from Tiberias,” — designed to prepare the way for the state- 
ment made in verse 24, “they also took shipping”; ix. 14, 
“And it was the Sabbath day when Jesus made the clay,” in 
anticipation of the record of the Pharisees’ words, verse 16, 
“This man is not of God, because he keepeth not the Sabbath 
day.” Also xi. 18, in view of the fact mentioned in verse 19, 
and perhaps those given in verses 45, 46, 47. The only real 
reason why any consider the passage before us as spurious is 
that it is wanting in less than ten documents, while its presence 
in the rest of the documents, consisting of several hundred 
from all parts of Christendom, is thought to be due to a desire 
to explain verse 7. But this is an untenable position. Besides, 
the phraseology of verse 4 shows that that verse was penned 
after verse 3, — and penned because the last clause of verse 3 
called for explanation ; for verse 4 explains, not why so many 
impotent persons were lying round the pcol, but why they were 
waiting for the moving of the water. This being the case, the 
testimony of A first hand, L, and 18, against the last clause 
of verse 3 amounts to nothing. The fact of their attesting the 
genuineness of verse 4 is of itself a virtual attestation of the 
genuineness of the clause which gave rise to this verse, but which 
they have omitted. And the chief verbal alterations found in 
this verse among these manuscripts are due to their omission 
of that clause. Now, if these three manuscripts misrepresent 
the text here, as they obviously do, why may not the eight or 
nine documents which omit verse 4 as well as this clause do 
the same? And, if these give a false text by omitting this 
clause, it is by no means impossible or even improbable that 


26 THE REVISERS GREEK TEXT. 


they err, and misrepresent the evangelist by omitting verse 4 
also. In fact, the internal evidence, to say the least, is very 
strongly against them. With all our natural repugnance to this 
passage, and our first impressions in favor of its omission, and 
our readiness to find good grounds for rejecting it from the 
narrative, we cannot persuade ourselves that it is spurious.’ 


Vv. 44. 

The “ancient authorities” referred to in the marginal note 
as omitting the word “God,” and reading “The glory that is 
from the only, ye seek not,” are the one Greek manuscript B, 
two copies of the Old Latin, one edition of the Memphitic, 
some manuscripts of the Armenian, and Origen in one place. 
Its omission is easily accounted for. In the exemplar from 
which the Vatican or some closely related manuscript was 
taken, the three words povov @eod od read MONOYOYOY with 
the stenographic symbol or horizontal stroke above the letters 





1 The writer has seen somewhere an attempt to explain this passage 
as follows: The evangelist’s word “ an angel” is taken to denote a mes- 
senger from the temple, —one of the Levites. At the time of offering the 
daily sacrifices, that is, every morning and evening, he went down into the 
pool, into which the blood of the beasts slain for the sacrifices was sup- 
posed to have run, and stirred the water so as to make it sure that all the 
blood and other impurities had run out of the pool, and not settled there 
to defile the place. After that, whoever first stepped into the water was 
healed, no matter what his trouble was; the healing being considered the — 
result of his faith in the efficacy of the blood of the slaughtered animals. — 
This attempt at explanation is a pure conjecture; and its absurdity is ap- 
parent. The evangelist says that “a great multitude” of impotent folk 
lay there, waiting for the moving of the water. But this could hardly be 
if the pool was disturbed twice a day, enabling more than 700 persons to 
be cured every year. Yet here was a man who had been there “a long 
time,” probably for years, and had been unable to be cured. If the angel 
had gone down “ daily ” into the pool, the evangelist would probably have 
said so, instead of saying “at a certain season.” Besides, where was the 
efficacy of the blood after it had all run out of the pool? And how could 
any one have faith in it to cure him, when it was not there? 
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probably very faint, or obliterated, or altogether omitted ; and 
the © being mistaken for an O, OY, ¢.e. @cod, was dropped as 
superfluous. The omission, if found in almost any other manu- 
script, would not be considered worth noticing. No modern 
editor of the Greek New Testament omits the word ; nor do 
any consider it necessary to enclose it in brackets, except 
Westcott and Hort. 


vi. 14. 

“Some ancient authorities read signs,” says the marginal 
note. Only two Greek manuscripts (B, and the fragment ©% of 
the sixth century), @ of the Old Latin, and the Memphitic and 
Armenian Versions here read “the szgus” or miracles instead 
of “the s7gz” or miracle which Jesus did. The singular, of 
course, refers to the act of feeding the multitude from five 
loaves and two fishes, and still having twelve baskets of frag- 
ments left. But the plural seems to have been introduced 
from verse 2, with the design of including together with this 
miracle those that Jesus had previously wrought, —so repre- 
senting the remark recorded immediately after as made not in 
view of or in consequence of this miracle only, but in view of 
his miracles generally up to this time. ‘The context, however, 
forbids the idea that such was the evangelist’s meaning, and 
consequently that he expressed himself in the plural here. The 
plural, however, being found in B, is introduced into the text 
by Westcott and Hort. Hence the Revisers’ marginal note. 


vi. 47. 
Rec. T. 6 morredov els épe €xer Lonv aldviov. — He that believeth on 
me, hath everlasting life. 
Rev. T. 6 moretov éxet Lwnv alwviov. — He that believeth hath eternal 
life. 


The latter reading is supported by &%, B, L, T, and Zohrab’s 
edition and a few manuscripts of the Armenian Version ; the 
former, by A, C, D, E, G, H, K, M, S, U, V, I, A, A, I, the 
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whole body of the cursives, the Old Latin Version, the Vulgate, 
the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, the Thebaic, 
Uscan’s Armenian, the Ethiopic, the Gothic, Cyril of Alexandria, 
and Hilary. The Curetonian Syriac, in its own peculiar way, 
translates the evangelist’s words, “ He that believeth on God,” 
etc. The shorter reading seems to be an early clipping down 
of the text that found a somewhat wider acceptance than the 
same omission in chap. iv. 39, which is perpetuated in the 
cursive 570, @ and ¢ of the Old Latin, and Origen once; or 
than that in chap. xi. 45, the only extant support for which is 
C second hand. The omission of the phrase “on him” here 
is altogether unlike John, and is not favored by the context. 
The verse, in fact, is a repetition, in the form of a solemn 
asseveration, of what Jesus had already said in verse 40. Hav- 
ing answered the murmurings of the Jews referred to in verses 
41, 42, he returns in this verse to the subject he had already 
introduced ; and there is no apparent reason why he should 
have omitted the important words “on me,” or why the evan- 
gelist should have recorded him as having omitted them, con- 
trary to the all but overwhelming attestation of the various 
witnesses capable of being appealed to. Indeed, the emphatic 
eyo, “I,” with which the next verse begins — “JT am the bread 
of life””—implies a reference to and confirmation of the 
declaration “ He that believeth on me hath eternal life.” The 
omission of these words certainly has a suspicious appearance, 
and is too feebly vouched for to be accepted as genuine. 
Among modern editors, besides the Revisers, Tischendorf and 
Westcott and Hort are the only ones, as far as we are aware, 
that really consider the words spurious. 


Wilh 


Rec. T. 6 dpros 8 dv éya Sura th odp— pov early, iv éyd Sdorw tarép 
Tis ToD Koopou Lwfis. —the bread that I will give is my flesh, which I -will 
give for the life of the world. 

Rev. T. 6 dpros 8& dv éya Sdéow h odp— pov early, twtp ris Tod 
Kocpov Lofjs. — yea, the bread which I will give is my flesh, for the life of 
the world. 


ey 
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OO ee ge ae ee 


oF ate 


ie 
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The two oldest extant Greek manuscripts are by no. means 
agreed in the readings of this verse. In the Sinaitic manu- 
script, the second clause reads, “If any one eat of my bread, 
he shall live for ever.” In this reading, &§ is joined by @ ande 
of the Old Latin Version, and by Eusebius, Cyprian, and Hilary. 
Notwithstanding the feeble attestation in support of this reading, 
Tischendorf adopts it as the true one, though he is constrained 
to say that the common reading, “this bread,” is the more 
suitable. In the Vatican manuscript, this clause reads as in the 
Received Text. The clause before us, the Sinaitic manuscript 
gives thus, — “The bread which I shall give for the life of the 
world is my flesh.” The Vatican manuscript, however, gives it 
as it appears in the Revised Text. Now it is very certain that 
at least one of these manuscripts has given us a false text, even 
if it is one of the oldest known manuscripts of the Greek Testa- 
ment; for both of these readings cannot be genuine. And, if 
one of them must be more or less false, it is not impossible that 
both may be. The order in which the words of this clause 
appear in § is evidently due to a desire to give to the phrase 
“for the life of the world” the place which seemed to belong 
to it after omitting the words “which I shall give.” In B, 
these last words are simply omitted as superfluous, because they 
occur just before. There can be but little question on this 
point, though the reading is also attested by C, D, L, T, three 
cursives, five copies of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, the Cure- 
tonian Syriac, the Thebaic, the Ethiopic, Origen twice, Athan- 
asius, Cyril, and Cyprian. The common reading, “Yea, and 
the bread that I shall give is my flesh, which I shall give for the 
life of the world,” is every way like John; while the loosely- 
jointed form in which the words are given in the R. V. is un- 
natural and altogether unlike him. The former is evidently 
the source of the other two readings, and as such must be 
regarded as the true reading. If that of the Sinaitic manuscript 
were the original reading, no other would ever have been pro- 
posed. If that of the Vatican manuscript were the reading 
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given by the evangelist, we may be assured that the common 
reading would never have appeared, but that the reading of the 
Sinaitic Codex would have been more widely adopted and pre- 
served. It is simply because the common reading is the true 
reading that it has come down to us. Codex A is defective 
here ; but this reading is well attested as genuine by E, G, H, 
K, M, S, U, V, T, A, A, TI, nearly all the cursives, two copies 
- of the Old Latin, the Memphitic, the Peshito, Philoxenian, and 
Jerusalem Syriac, the Gothic, the Armenian, and by Clement 
of Alexandria, Origen twice, Chrysostom, Cyril of Alexandria, 
and Theodoret at least seven times. . 


vi. 71. 


Rec. T. tov IovSav Zipwvos Ioxapwwrnv. — Judas Iscariot, the son 
of Simon. 


Rev. T. tov IovSav Zipwvos *Iokaptorov, — Judas the son of Simon 
Iscariot. 


The difference between the two texts is simply in the appli- 
cation of the term “ Iscariot,” which is generally regarded as 
meaning a man of Carioth or from Kerioth. The question 
is, to which of the two persons,—to the father or to the 
son, — was the name really applied by the evangelist. Before 
proceeding to consider the testimony of the manuscripts, we 
desire to notice one or two other points. The first is that in 
all the other Gospels the name is applied to the son, and to 
him only, the father’s name not being given in any of them. 
In Luke xxii. 3, the son is spoken of as “ Judas, who was called 
(or, as some manuscripts read, was surnamed) Iscariot.” Three 
of the evangelists are thus agreed in applying the name to Ju- 
das. How is it with the fourth? In John xii. 4, all the wit- 
nesses are united in applying the name to Judas, —some calling 
him simply “Judas Iscariot” ; others, “Simon’s [son] Judas 
Iscariot” ; and still others, “ Judas Simon Iscariot” ; while the 
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Codex Bezz (D) calls him “Judas from Carioth.” Again, in 
xiv. 22, Judas, the brother of James, is, in nearly all the manu- 
scripts, spoken of as “not Iscariot,” which implies that there 
was another Judas among them who was surnamed Iscariot. 
D reads “ Judas not from Carioth,” which amounts to the same 
thing. In Miinter’s fragments of the Thebaic Version, “ Judas 
not Iscariot” reads “‘ Judas the Canaanite,” while the Curetonian 
Syriac, in its own peculiar style, calls him “ Judas Thomas.” 
But this, while displaying one of the singularities of these old 
versions, in no way impairs the otherwise unanimous testimony 
in regard to the implied application in this connection of the 
name “Iscariot” to Judas the betrayer of Christ. In xiii. 2, 
nearly all the ancient documents apply the name to Judas, — 
some calling him “Judas Iscariot, Simon’s son”; others, 
“Judas Simon Iscariot”; and two or three others, “Judas 
from Carioth.” Only L, M, g of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, 
and the Armenian Version apply “Iscariot” to the father 
here. Origen in the manuscripts of his writings speaks only of 
“Judas Iscariot the son of Simon,” though in his printed works 
he is twice made to speak otherwise. In three of the five 
passages in which the name is employed by John, the docu- 
mentary testimony may therefore be considered as nearly 
unanimous in applying the surname “ Iscariot” to Judas, and 
not to his father. In xiii. 26, the Received Text reads “to 
Judas Iscariot [son] of Simon,” which is the reading of A, E, 
G, H, K, S, U, V, T, A, A, II first hand, most of the cursives, 
eight manuscripts of the Old Latin, the Clementine Vulgate, 
the Memphitic, the Gothic, the Armenian, Origen in six different 
places, and Cyril; while D has “from Carioth,” leaving it 
doubtful whether the phrase should be applied to the father or 
to the son. Two or three cursives, four copies of the Old 
Latin and two of the Vulgate read “to Judas Simon Iscariot.” 
The Revisers’ Text in that verse has “to Judas [son] of Simon 
Iscariot,” which is the reading of §&, B, C, I®, L, M, X, II second 
hand, six cursives, one manuscript of the Old Latin, and four 
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of the Vulgate. In the verse before us, the received reading is 
that: of -E, F, H;K,M, S, UyV>;Ty A;-ASa first dane pearly 
all the cursives, the printed Vulgate, the Gothic, and Cyril. 
(A is defective here.) D and several Old Latin manuscripts 
read “Judas Scarioth [son] of Simon,” or “Judas Simon 
Iscariot.” ‘The Sinaitic Codex first hand, the lost uncial repre- 
sented by Ferrar’s group, and the margin of the Philoxenian 
Syriac have “from Carioth,” which may be applied to either 
father or son. The Revisers’ Text is supported by \’s earlier 
seventh-century emendator, B, C, G, L, II second hand (though 
the other reading is afterward restored), one cursive, five or 
six manuscripts of the Old Latin and of the Vulgate, the 
Armenian, and possibly the Curetonian Syriac, and the two 
Egyptian versions. In both of these instances, the external 
evidence being divided, we are left to the internal evidence to 
aid us in deciding what the true reading is. And since “ Is- 
cariot” appears in each of the other Gospels as the surname of 
Judas, and is accepted as such in three other places in this 
Gospel, it is but reasonable to conclude that, in the remaining 
two passages in which the documentary evidence is nearly 
evenly divided, the evangelist applied the name, not to the 
father, but as elsewhere, to the son. There is really no appar- 
ent reason why he should have applied it to the father in these 
two places, when he clearly applies it to Judas in all the 
others. The difference in readings between the two forms 
“Judas Iscariot, son of Simon” and “Judas, son of Simon 
Iscariot” is a difference of only two letters in the Greek ; and, 
when we consider the position of the words, the Revisers’ 
reading is easily accounted for. In the original, in documents 
in which the word “Simon” appears, that word generally 
stands between “Judas” and the surname “ Iscariot.” But, 
as already seen, some manuscripts read “Judas Simon Iscariot ” ; 
that is, the word “Simon,” instead of being in the genitive, is 
put in the same case with “ Iscariot,” and in apposition with 
“Judas.” Thus, in xii. 4, F > G, H, U, some cursives, two or 
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three copies of the Old Latin, and Wilkins’ Memphitic read 
“Judas Simon Iscariot,” and in xiii. 26, Codices I3,.T0t, 346, 
four copies of the Old Latin and two of the Vulgate read 
“Judas Simon Iscariot.” That is, “Simon” is conformed in 
case to “Iscariot.” These, however, are discarded on all hands 
as false readings. In other instances, “ Iscariot” is put in ap- 
position with “Simon,” which immediately precedes it, and is 
therefore conformed in case to it. Hence “ Iscariot,” in some 
manuscripts, appears divorced from “ Judas,” and is not unnat- 

-urally, yet improperly, made a surname of Simon instead 3 as 
in L, M, one copy of the Old Latin, and the Armenian, — read- 
ing “ Judas (son of) Simon Iscariot,” in xiii. 2 ; also in &, B, 
C, I’, L, and other documents, as already shown, in xiii. 26; 
and in §§ as amended by its earlier seventh century corrector, 
B, C, etc., in the verse before us. This reading, the Revisers 
and some modern editors have adopted in these last two places, 
but not in xiii. 2, though it is the same erroneous reading in all 
three of them, only that in two of them it was somewhat more 
widely adopted among the manuscripts than in the third. The 
fact that three or four of the oldest extant manuscripts together 
with a few other documents contain this reading, instead of 
being any evidence of its genuineness, is simply an evidence 
that the documents in which a reading so transparently false is 
found are not altogether above suspicion, and that even their 
combined testimony is not to be implicitly received. 


vii. 8. 

The second clause of this verse reads, “I go not up yet unto 
this feast.” A marginal note says, “Many ancient authorities 
omit yer”; and the American Revisers adopt this reading, — 
“T go not up to this feast.” It is vouched for by &, D, K, M, 
II, 17 second hand, 389, 570, six copies of the Old Latin, the 
Vulgate, the Memphitic, the Curetonian Syriac, the Armenian, 
the Ethiopic, Porphyry, Epiphanius, Chrysostom, Cyril of Alex- 
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andria, and Jerome; while that of the text, “not yet,” is at- 
tested by B, E, F, G, H, L, S, T, U, V, X,T, A, A, nearly all 
the cursives, three copies of the Old Latin, some manuscripts 
of the Vulgate, the Gothic, the Thebaic, the Peshito, Philoxenian, 
and Jerusalem Syriac Versions, and Basil. (A and C are de- 
fective.) Documentary testimony as well as intrinsic probability 
here preponderates in favor of the accepted reading ; for it is 
incredible that Jesus said “I am not going up to this feast,” 
and yet, immediately after, went up. At the same time, there 
is no probability that any transcriber intentionally or knowingly 
changed “not yet” to “not.” The probability from this point 
of view is wholly the other way. So that many able critics 
consider “not”? to be really the evangelist’s word, and “not 
yet” to have been introduced in its place in order to reconcile 
the utterance of Jesus with recorded facts. It will not do to 
say, with some, that the difference in meaning, caused by the 
omission of “ yet,” is immaterial ; that the verb is in the pres- 
ent, and that therefore Jesus really means “I go not up at 
present,” leaving it uncertain whether or not he intended to go 
up later. Such a meaning cannot, by any fair interpretation of 
the words, be given to them if Jesus really said “I go not up 
to this feast.” This is an absolute disclaiming of any intention 
to be present at that feast ; the negative applies not to the idea 
of time, but to that of going as connected with this particular 
feast. In the phrase “not yet,” however, the negative refers 
directly to the time expressed by the enclitic, and not to the 
meaning of the verb except through “yet.” The supposition 
that Jesus said “I go not up to this feast,’”’ with some such un- 
expressed, underlying thought as “ with you,” or “ publicly,” or 
“as the Messiah,” or “ for the purpose for which you would have 
me go,” is utterly inadmissible. It isnot like Christ. Norcan we 
conclude that he was bidden by the Spirit to go sooner than he 
expected, and for this reason went, though he had said he was 
not going. Such a view is inconsistent with his manifestly con- 
stant fulness of the Spirit and possession of divine prescience. 
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Nor can the supposition be admitted that Jesus, for some other 
reason, or in any respect, changed his mind. We have no 
evidence that he changed his intention on any other occasion, 
not even during his interview with the Syrophenician woman, 
nor as he drew near to Emmaus on the evening after his resur- 
rection. Nor can we take his words in the sense of “I am 
not going up / odserve this feast, but for another purpose.” 
This would misplace the negation [“I am going up not fo 
observe” etc.], and render unmeaning the words that follow. 
Besides, the idea of observance does not lie in the words “ unto 
the feast,” either in this or any other place. These are all mere 
shifts to find a good meaning in a false reading occurring in 
documents which some seem disposed to consider as incapable 
of uniting in a false reading, especially if that reading is a hard 
one.— The Saviour, no doubt, said just what he meant when 
he declared : “I am not yet going up to this feast”; and the 
entire connection is in accord with this declaration. His 
brethren evidently comprehended his meaning. They expressed 
no surprise whatever in seeing him at the feast, which would 
hardly have been the case had he said he was not going thither. 
— Now, as Dr. Hort very truly says,’ “all conflicts between im 
trinsic and transcriptional probability arise from the imperfection 
of our knowledge.” If we knew the real character of many of 
the transcribers of the old manuscripts of the New Testament, 
and realized their unfitness for the task they were engaged in, 
we might have less confidence in the result of their labors, and 
the testimony of their manuscripts. Let us see what are our 
leading witnesses in favor of “not.” (1) The Sinaitic Codex, 
which gives evidences from beginning to end of having been 
carelessly written, “the whole manuscript being disfigured by 
corrections”; and (2) the Codex Bezze, which has confessedly 
a “singularly corrupt text,” and is in many respects a very un- 
trustworthy witness. To give the reader some idea of how little 





1 Introduction, p. 26. 


36 THE REVISERS’ GREEK TEXT. 


we can rely on this as a genuine reading because of its being 
found in these manuscripts, we note in passing that only two 
verses previous to this (in verse 6), the scribe of the Sinaitic 
Codex gives as the true reading, “ My time is not come,” instead 
of “not yet” come, — the very mistake he makes in this verse. 
In Rev. xvii. 12, he gives ovrw, “thus,” instead of ovzw, “not 
yet.” In John viii. 57, D changes ovzw to otdérw, though with- 
out changing the meaning. In John xi. 30, it changes ovzw to 
ov, just as in the passage before us, — making the record read, 
“Jesus was not (instead of mot yet) come into the village.” 
Now, as these changes were effected in other places, why should 
not ovzw be changed to ov« here! We do not say the change 
was intentionally made ; but we have no doubt that it was made. 
With such copyists as the transcribers of some of the old manu- 
scripts, it would be no difficult thing to write od« instead of 
ovzw while the influence of the preceding negatives still lingered 
upon the mind, or to mistake OYTT, standing at the end of 
a line, for OY K, overlooking the omega written in a diminutive 
and possibly obscure form after the TT, as it was often written. 
In some such way as this, it is by no means improbable that 
“not” crept into the text; and the sentence that immediately 
follows rather favors this reading: “ And having spoken thus to 
them, he remained in Galilee”; ze. he did not go up to the 
feast with them, The error having crept in, and that too ina 
very early manuscript, it would of course be almost necessarily 
transmitted in subsequent copies, and be more or less widely 
circulated. — An additional consideration that seems to call for 
“not yet” as the genuine reading is the statement that follows: 
“For my time is not yet come,” ze. not for going up 40 Jeru- 
salem, but for going up “to this feast,” as his brethren obvi- 
ously understood it. It is true, they had been urging him to go 
up to Jerusalem to show himself openly before his disciples, 
and let his claims be known. To that, he had already replied 
in verse 6: “My time [for doing this] is not yet come.” A 
moment or two after, he says to them, “Go ye up @o the feast; 
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I am not yet going to this feast, for my time [for going] is 
not yet fully come.” “Ye” and “I” are emphatic, — the two 
clauses being in strong contrast, indicating that the statement 
was made to satisfy his brethren that, while their time for going 
to the feast had come, his had not. Omit “ yet,” and Jesus is 
made to say that he is not going at all to that feast. Ode 
therefore is obviously needed to express his meaning. When 
this is taken in connection with what has already been presented, 
it seems impossible to do otherwise than to reject the simple 
“not” as a false reading. And so Lachmann has done, as well 
as Westcott and Hort, who stand by the Received Text in this 
instance, we presume because of their partiality for B, especially 
as it is supported by L, rather than for other reasons, though 
they improperly place “not” in the margin, just as the Canter- 
bury Revisers do. 


vil. 42. 


Rec. T. 6 Xptorés Epxerar ; — Christ cometh. 
Rey. T. @pxetat 6 Xptores ; — the Christ cometh. 


The order of the words in the Greek has no effect on the 
meaning or the rendering. The Received Text, which presents 
the words in the same order in which they occur in the end of 
the preceding verse as vouched for by all Greek manuscripts, 
gives the words in the order in which they appear in &, D, E, 
G, H, K, M, S,’U, X, T, A, A, IT, nearly every cursive, five 
copies of the Old Latin, the Memphitic, the Thebaic, the 
Gothic, the Philoxenian Syriac, and Origen. The Revisers’ 
Text follows the arrangement. of B, L, T, 33, ¢ of the Old Latin, 
the Vulgate, the Jerusalem Syriac, and Cyril. The Peshito 
Syriac, the Clementine Vulgate, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, 
and two copies of the Old Latin, both here and at the close of 
the preceding verse, have the words in the order in which they 
stand in the Revisers’ Text, — “ cometh the Christ.” No argu- 
ment therefore can be drawn from them as to the true order, 
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which in verse 41 is certainly the reverse of this ; for, as the 
words are transposed there in these versions, they are likely to 
be transposed here also. But, as Tischendorf says, the arrange- 
ment of B, L, T, etc., “seems to be a transposition made with 
a view to separate the words Aafié and o Xpworos,” so that no 
one should be in danger of reading the passage, “For he 
cometh of the seed of David, from Bethlehem, the village where 
David the Anointed was.” In confirmation of this, we find 
that, while D and the Memphitic and Thebaic Versions retain 
the arrangement 6 Xpuords épxerat, they place the words in 
other parts of the verse, that is, away from Aafé, while the 
Old Latin Version ¢ omits 6 Xpuords, and follows “ David” 
immediately with the verb “he cometh.” The revised arrange- 
ment is a transparent alteration of the evangelist’s words. 


vii. 46. 


Rec. T. OvSerore otras EAdAncev avOpwrros as oUTOS 6 dvOpwrros. — 
Never man spake like this man. 
Rev. T. OdSéaore €XdAnoev ovtTws dvOpwaros. — Never man so spake. 


The position given to otras, “so,” in the Revised Text may 
be correct. But the propriety of omitting as spurious the words 
“like this man,” is questionable. Tischendorf not only adopts 
these words, but inserts Aad, “speaks,” after ovros. The 
revised reading is found in §§ as amended early in the seventh 
century, B, L, T, 225, 229 first hand, one manuscript of the 
Vulgate, the Memphitic Version, Origen, and Cyril of Alexan- 
dria. The common reading is given by & first hand, D (omit- 
ting 6 dv@pwos at the end of the clause), E, G, H, K, M, S, U, 
X, T, A, A, UW, nearly all the cursives, most manuscripts of the 
Old Latin, the Vulgate, the Peshito, Philoxenian, and Jerusalem 
Syriac Versions, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, the Gothic, Chrys- 
ostom, and Theodoret. (A is still defective.) One would 
hardly have been tempted to add the words, “like this man,” 
for they are wholly unnecessary ; but they might very naturally 
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have been, and apparently were, omitted as redundant. Hence, 
probably the shorter and less generally adopted reading. 


vii. 53—Viii. 11. 

If the genuineness of this paragraph respecting the woman 
taken in adultery is to be decided by an appeal to documentary 
evidence, it cannot be maintained. That evidence, as it now 
stands, is clearly against the passage as a part of John’s Gospel. 
Of all the Greek manuscripts that have come down to us from 
a date prior to the eighth century, the only one that contains 
the passage is D, which is noted “ for its numberless and strange 
deviations from other authorities,’ especially for its “ many 
bold and extensive interpolations.”* The only ancient versions 
that contain the passage are the Old Latin manuscripts 6 first 
hand, ¢, e, f°, g, 7, the margin of /, and the Vulgate and Ethiopic 
Versions, to which may be added the later Slavonic, Anglo- 
Saxon, Persic, and Arabic Versions, which were obtained mainly 
or wholly through the Latin. Of the Greek Fathers, Euthymius, 
of the twelfth century, is the first to notice the passage as a part 
of John’s Gospel. The “ Apostolic Constitutions,” of the third 
or fourth century, alludes to the story of a woman accused 
before the Lord of many sins; so does Eusebius, following 
Papias ; but he did not consider it as a part of Scripture. Be- 
sides, the copies that contain the paragraph vary among them- 
selves in their readings more than in any other part of the New 
Testament. All of which circumstances naturally lead one to 
conclude that the passage is not a proper part of the fourth 
Gospel. And yet, as Scrivener says, “while it is absent from 
too many excellent copies not to have been wanting in some of 
the very earliest, the arguments in its favor, internal even more 
than external, are so powerful, that we can scarcely be brought 
to think it an unauthorized appendage to the writings of one, 
woe ANT oe CY SRS 2 a en ee 
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who in another of his inspired books deprecated so solemnly the 
adding to or taking away from the blessed testimony he was 
commissioned to bear.”? And one of the foremost of American 
New Testament scholars has well said, ‘‘ Uniting the internal 
with the external difficulties, the numerous varieties of reading 
(always. suspicious) and the absence of the passage from so 
many manuscripts, versions, and Fathers, the case is strong 
against it— only, however, against its genuineness herve. That 
it is, if not Johannean, at léast apostolic, and describes a real 
and most remarkable incident in the life of our Lord, cannot be 
well doubted ; there is none in the record of our Saviour’s life 
that is more completely lifted above any conception which be- 
longed to the men of his time, and more completely beyond 
the probability of fabrication. In the Lord’s answer to his 
accusers, by his ready escaping from the snares laid for him, 
and that subtle appeal to their consciences, which, by placing 
the lustful feeling on a virtual equality with the outward act (as 
Matt. v. 28 ff.), dissolved the accusation. and dispersed the 
accusers ; and in his subsequent treatment of the woman, his 
separating his mission, on the one hand, from human civil tri- 
bunals, and his assertion of his divine relation as not here to 
condemn and punish, but to pity and save, it proves itself 
worthy of a place — however it got there — in the heart of the 
most spiritual of the Gospels.”? And Dean Burgon, in refer- 
ence to this passage, says, “ I am convinced that the first occasion 
of the omission of those memorable verses was the lectionary 
practice of the primitive Church, which, on Whitsunday, read 
from S. John vii. 37 to viii. 12, aving out the twelve verses in 
question. Those verses, from the nature of the contents, as 
Augustine declares, easily came to be viewed with dislike or 
suspicion. The passage, however, is as old as the second cen- 
tury, for it is found in certain copies of the Old Latin. More- 
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over, Jerome deliberately gave it a place in the Vulgate.” } 
This seems to be a very reasonable view, if not the real expla- 
nation, of the omission of the passage and of the various readings 
found in connection with it. We should be slow to have the 
passage stricken from the Bible. 


Vili. 38. 


Rees Ir. "Eyd, 6 6 éwpaxa Tapa. to Ilarpt pov, AaAG* Kal dpeis odv, & 
ewpdkare wapa To warpl dpav, wovetre, — I speak that which I have seen 
with my Father: and ye do that which ye have seen with your father. 

Rev. T. déya édpaxa Tapa To warp, AANG * kal ipets obv d HKovraTe 
Tapa Tov Tatpos, movetre. — I speak the things which I have seen with 
my Father: and ye also do the things which ye heard from your father. 


The common reading, in retaining “ my,” is supported by &, 
Bet, YG, H, Kh, MS, U, ASA, the entire body of the 
cursives, eight copies of the Old Latin, the Clementine Vulgate, 
and some copies of Jerome’s, the Peshito and Philoxenian 
Syriac, the Memphitic, the Gothic, the Ethiopic, Cyril of Jeru- 
salem, Chrysostom, and Tertullian; in retaining “your,” it 
follows &, C, D, E, F, G, H, K, M, S, U, X, Tf, A, A, nearly 
every cursive, the Old Latin, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Phi- 
loxenian Syriac Versions, and all the other witnesses that read 
“my Father.” The Revisers’ Reading, omitting od, is attested 
by B, C, L, T, X, two manuscripts of the Old Latin, and seven 
of the Vulgate, the Roman Ethiopic, Origen, and Cyril of 
Alexandria ; and in omitting ipav, by B, L, T, 13, the Roman 
Ethiopic, Origen (who in both instances seeks to defend the 
omission), and Cyril of Alexandria. But there is an evident 
contrast between r@ {farpé and the following rd zarpé, or rod 
matpos of the Revised Text ; and with this contrast existing, it 
is impossible that the Revisers’ Text should present the true 
reading. Such a reading, in such a connection, moreover, for- 
bids such a rendering as is given in the R. V.; though either 
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of these clauses standing by itself, uncontrasted with the other, 
might allow the Greek article to be represented in English by 
an unemphatic “my” or “your.” But, as they stand, in con- 
nection with each other, and without the genitives (uod and 
inav), the only proper rendering becomes that given in the 
margin, which makes “the Father” refer in both instances to 
God: “I speak the things which I have seen with the Father ; 
do ye also therefore the things which ye heard from the 
Father”; or, the words might be rendered, “ Of what I have 
seen with the Father, I speak; so, too, what ye have heard 
from the Father, ye do.” But either of these — the only legit- 
imate renderings of the Revisers’ Text—is so unsatisfactory, 
so palpably inexpressive of Jesus’ thought, that it condemns the 
text itself. The Jews evidently perceived that Jesus did not 
refer to God in what he said concerning him whose teachings 
they were said or enjoined to follow. They saw, too, that he 
referred to some other father than Abraham. Hence their 
reply. But this was owing to the Saviour’s using the emphatic 
pronoun “ your” in connection with “ father,” and in contrast 
with “my Father.” The Revisers’ rendering, while doubtless 
giving the Saviour’s meaning, is not a legitimate translation of 
the Greek text which they have adopted. In omitting pod and 
buoy, that text is plainly at fault. 


viii. 39. 
Rec. T. Et rékva rot ‘ABpadp Are, ra pya tod ‘ABpadp érroueire dv. 
— If ye were Abraham’s children, ye would do the works of Abraham. 


Rev. T. Et rexva tot “ABpadp éore, ra tpya tod ‘ABpadp éroretre. 
—If ye were Abraham’s children, ye would do the works of Abraham. 


To this rendering, against the word “were” the Revisers 
affix the marginal note, “Gr. ave”, that is, “If ye are Abraham’s 
children ” etc. — The received reading fre is attested by,Gy.B, 
Fe Gy EL Ky MSU OGD, AoA; II, every cursive except one 
lectionary, seven copies of the Old Latin Version, the Peshito 
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Syriac, Origen three times (in each instance followed by the 
imperfect, érouire), Eusebius three times, Epiphanius, Cyril of 
Jerusalem, Didymus, Basil, Cyril of Alexandria, Hilary, and 
other Latin Fathers. (A is defective here.) The Revisers’ 
reading éoré (which they found it necessary to abandon when 
they came to translate) is supported by &, B, D, L, T, one 
lectionary, 7” of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, Origen ten times, 
it being followed in each instance by the imperative moteire (he 
having, without doubt, taken both these forms from a different 
manuscript from that from which he quoted the common reading 
in the three passages above referred to), and Augustine. As 
for the second verb, most of the witnesses give the imperfect, 
some with and some without dy. Codex B first hand, and, as 
just seen, 7”, the Vulgate, Origen, and Augustine give the verb 
in the present imperative. Now, it is this imperative form 
that points to the origin of the reading éoré, which is supported 
by every witnessing document that has the imperative instead 
of the imperfect. In some early copy, the augment of the verb 
seems to have been carelessly dropped, and the dy (which 
would naturally accompany é7oveire, just as it accompanies 
nyarare, “ye would love,” in verse 42), became lost or absorbed 
in the following viv, leaving wroveire in place of ézouire dv. The 
manuscript that contained this reading, falling into the hands 
of some one else, was afterwards “ corrected” by changing NTE 
to éoré,— giving the plausible reading, “ If ye are Abraham’s 
children, do the works of Abraham.” But the copyists of &, 
D, L, and T, as well as an early corrector of B, or some of their 
predecessors, finding that the imperative of the second verb 
was unwarranted, replaced the imperfect érocire, but retained 
éoré. Hence the Revisers’ reading. The reading of the 
Received Text is placed beyond a doubt as to its genuineness 
“by verse 42. There, precisely the same structure occurs as 
here ; and it is fully attested as genuine. And, inasmuch as the 
proper grammatical structure is strictly adhered to there, we 
hazard nothing in saying that it is a moral impossibility for the 
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writer of verse 42 to have put words together as they appear in 
the Revisers’ Text in the verse before us. Such composition is 
due only to others. If John were given to writing like this, the 
case would be different. But when he uniformly constructs 
his conditional sentences correctly, it becomes his critics to 
recognize this fact, and not to seek to fasten on him the errors 
of his copyists or others. —It may be added in passing, that 
the Revisers’ Text, in Luke xvii. 6, presents a similar case of 
false reading, where the revised reading éyere, “ye have,” is 
simply an early attempt at improving the Saviour’s statement, 
or possibly a transcriptional error for eiyere, “ye had.” In 
either case, it is a false reading. 


viii. 44. 


There can be but little if any doubt on the part of competent 
witnesses that the common reading ody éornxev, “ standeth not,” 
which is followed by the American Committee, is the true read- 
ing here. The English Revisers, however, have transferred this 
to the margin, and substituted instead the reading adopted by 
Westcott and Hort, ov« éoryxey, “stood not.’ This last is 
apparently the reading of §, B first hand, D, L, X, A, A second 
hand, and six cursives ; while the former, which is adopted by 
Lachmann, Tregelles, Tischendorf (though he very inconsis- 
tently reads od« éoryxev), and other modern editors, is that of 
B third hand, C, E, F, G, H, K, M, S, U, T, A first hand, I, 
and nearly all the cursives,— A being defective. "Eornxev is 
supposed to be the imperfect of oryjxew, “to stand.” But this 
verb is nowhere found in the imperfect in classic Greek, or in 
the Septuagint ; nor, apart from this passage, even in the New 
Testament ; while éornxev appears everywhere. The latter is 
perfectly adapted to the context, it being in fact more in keep- 
ing with Christ’s representation of Satan as the father of the 
truth-hating Jews to say that “he standeth not in the truth,” 
#.¢. his permanent attitude is against it, his character is that of 
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a liar, than to say that “he stood not in the truth,” as if refer- 
ring to some past act of his. The fact that so many ancient 
manuscripts unite in writing ovx, as if the next word began with 
a smooth breathing, is no evidence in itself against the perfect 
éorynxey, “standeth.” It only shows the carelessness or the 
false mode of pronunciation of certain scribes. Any one at all 
familiar with the old manuscripts need not be told that ovx 
occasionally appears where ovy properly belongs ; as, ov« evpuoKoy 
(Mark xiv. 55), in B first hand, L, A; ov« edpov (Luke xxiv. 3), 
and otk trdpye (Acts iii. 6) in %, C; ov« dre (John vii. 22) in 
B first hand ; and ovx &exev (2 Cor. vii. 12) in X, C, D, E, 17, 
etc. On the other hand, ody sometimes usurps the place of 
ok ; as, odx, Sod (Acts ii. 7) in NY, D, E, 61; odx ddéyos (Acts 
xii. 18) in &, A, and (xvii. 4) in B first hand, and (xix. 23) in 
&, A, D; and even ody “Iovdaixds (Gal. ii. 14) in & first hand, 
A, C, P, 17, 37; while & as amended by its earlier seventh- 
century corrector, B, D first hand, and a few cursives have ovx/ 
for obx here, — apparently intended as a correction of ovx, as if 
the final iota had been overlooked or absorbed in the next 
word. If any one is disposed to think that the evangelist him- 
self may have pronounced éornxev with the smooth breathing, 
and consequently actually wrote ov« instead of odx, he ought 
perhaps, in self-consistency, to conclude that John meant to 
say, in iii. 36, ody dera, because D, A, A, so represent him ; 
in vi. 42, ody! obros, because B, T give this as his language ; in 
vii. 22, odx drt, because the copyist of B represents him as 
having so written instead of ody dre; in x. 28, ov 1) apTacn, 
because &%, D, L, X, 71, 157, and a few other cursives read thus 
instead of ody dprdcea; in xvi. 7, od pi) XGy (as Westcott and 
Hort do), because B, L, and Chrysostom give us these as his 
words instead of obx €Xevoerar 5 OF in xix. 6, ov« edpicxw, because 
L, A say so." 
eS Pe ea re a ee ee 
1 Those who desire a more complete examination of this passage are re- 
ferred to the exhaustive essay of the late Prof. Ezra Abbot, to be found in 
his Critical Essays (pp. 286-293), published by Geo. H. Ellis, Boston, 
1888. 
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Tx As 


Rec. T. "Eye Set épydter Oar ra Epya rod mépspavrds pe —I must work 
the works of him that sent me. ; 

Rev. T. fpds Set epyalerOar ra Epya rod méppavros pe— We must 
work the works of him that sent me. 


This is one of the worst of the spurious readings introduced 
into the Revisers’ Text. It is attested only by B, D, and the 
Thebaic and Jerusalem Syriac Versions, — D, however, reading 
det quads etc., instead of judas def etc. It is, of course, adopted 
by Westcott and Hort, and is given as a primary reading by 
Tregelles. {X first hand, L, the Memphitic, Roman Ethiopic, 
and Erpenius’ Arabic Versions, and Cyril of Alexandria read, 
“We must work the works of him that sent us.” This, Tis- 
chendorf thinks, could not have originated with a corrector of 
the text ; hence he adopts it. And yet it is plainly a modifi- 
cation and attempted improvement of the other, — the apparent 
incongruity between “we” and “me” having naturally led to 
the change. The received reading, which is adhered to by 
Lachmann, Alford, and others, is attested by \’s contemporary 
corrector or “ proof-reader,” A, C, E, F, G, H, K, M, Sp pes, 
Tr, A, A, I, the entire body of the cursives, the Old Latin 
Version, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the 
Gothic, the Armenian, and Platt’s Ethiopic. That this is the 
original reading seems clear. Jesus had just met a blind man, 
to whom all was as night; and who, by his blindness, was dis- 
qualified for working. Yet no one was to blame for his condition, 
If viewed aright, his blindness was of God, in order that in his 
restoration to sight there might be a display of divine power. 
The announcement of this fact naturally draws the attention of 
the disciples to Jesus as about to make such a display. But, 
before making it, he goes on to say, “I’’—with special em- 
phasis upon the word, contrasting himself thereby with the Jews 
who were before him, and who were commanded not to work 
on that day, —“TI must work the works of him that sent me 
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while it is day,””— while the opportunity for working is pre- 
sented, though it be the Sabbath. “The night” —the time of 
darkness, when the eyes must be closed in death to all earthly 
things — “cometh, when zo ome can work”; not only the 
blind, but all will be disabled from farther work. It is this refer- 
ence to men in general, considered as a reason, though it is not 
formally stated as a reason, for the Saviour’s making the pre- 
ceding remark, that led some early reader of this Gospel, who 
failed to see the propriety of Jesus’ saying that he, any more 
than others, should work while it was day, to change “I” to 
“we,” — making the Saviour say, “ We [7.e. we all, mankind in 
general] ought to work the works of him that sent me [z.e. of 
God] while it is day, [for] the night is coming, when xo one 
can work.” It is converted into a general admonition against 
being “weary in well doing,” or sleeping away one’s privileges 
and opportunities. It was by no means necessary to change 
“him that sent me” to “him that sent us.” For the emenda- 
tor’s purpose, there was no fitness, no propriety in the latter 
wording, while the expression “him that sent me” was altogether 
suitable, it being Jesus’ well-known form of speech for “ God.” 
The change to “us,” adopted by Tischendorf, was obviously 
effected by a later hand.— Compare B’s reading in xvil. 12, 
dre ypev per’ adray etc. “While we were with them, I kept 
them ”’ etc. , 


ix. 6. 


Rec. T. éaéxpurev tov wydov él robs dH0adrpovds Tod Tuddod, — he 
anointed the eyes of the blind man with the clay. 

Rev. T. éréxpurev adtrod tov mndov éml rovs op0adpodts, — he 
anointed his eyes with the clay. 


Neither this rendering of the Revisers, nor that given in the 
margin —“ and with the clay thereof (he) anointed Ais eyes” — 
can be pronounced a correct rendering of the Revised Text. 
The expression, “the clay thereof,” is an unmeaning phrase, 
——one that can be invested with sense only by inserting some 
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such word as “ made,” which cannot be done without reading 
é€ airov. Neither can airod be referred to the blind man, so 
as to be translated with é@OaApovs “his eyes.’ Its position 
forbids this. The only legitimate rendering that this text 
admits is “He spread his clay upon the (his) eyes.” The 
Jerusalem Syriac Version has it correctly, “He overlaid the 
eyes of the blind man with is motstened earth,” or clay. 
“His,” ze. the mortar which he (Jesus) had made ; not “ its,” 
or the mortar of che spittle. The only witnesses to this reading 
as a whole are &, L, 1, 33. Codex B differs from them by 
having ér€0yxev, “ placed,” instead of éréxpurev, “ smeared ” or 
“spread.” A, C second hand, four or five other cursives, and 
Cyril of Alexandria, like the foregoing documents, read avo ; 
but, unlike them, these as well as C first hand, E, F, G, H, K, 
M, S, U, X, I, A, A, TI, the rest of the cursives, a number of 
versions, including the Syriac, Chrysostom, and Ammonius of 
Alexandria also add rod rudAod, “of the blind man,” as the 
Received Text does. And this Lachmann accepts as the orig- 
inal reading. It is confirmed by D, which in its peculiar way 
reads aire for abrod, and aérod in place of rod ru@dod. The 
Old Latin Version and the Vulgate also testify, by somewhat 
similar readings, to ééypucev adrod roy myXov ext Tors 6>0adpors 
Tod tupdod as the true text, —“ He spread his moistened clay 
upon the eyes of the blind man.” But avrod, being. misunder- 
stood or considered superfluous, was afterwards dropped in 
some copies, while it led to the omission of ro} TupAod in a few 
in which the pronoun itself was retained. 


x. 18. 


The “ancient authorities,” here referred to in the margin, 
that read, “No one wok it (z.e. my life) away” in place of “No 
one “aketh it away,” are only & first hand, and B. The reading 
is an impossible one, resulting from carelessness in copying, the 
proper vowels having been mistaken for others, — an itacism of 
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not infrequent occurrence. Buttmann! speaks favorably of the 
reading ; but it is certainly no gnomic or iterative aorist, as he 
seems to consider it. Westcott and Hort, of course, adopt the 
reading ; but it is indefensible. 


x. 22. 


The margin here notes the fact that some ancient documents 
read “ A¢ that time was the feast” etc., instead of “ And the 
feast was.”” Those documents are B, L, 33, and the Thebaic 
and Armenian Versions ; while the Memphitic Version and one 
manuscript of the Latin Vulgate combine both readings, and 
say, “And at that time was” etc. On the other hand, nine or 
ten cursives, two copies of the Old Latin, and Chrysostom omit 
both, and begin the verse without any connective. The read- 
ing, “at that time,” is a transparent gloss, designed to give 
definiteness to the statement. If it had been the original read- 
ing, the other would hardly have crept in, much less become 
so generally prevalent. 


xX. 22. 


Rec. T. Kal xepov qv *— and it was winter. 
Rev. T.  etpav qv *— it was winter. 





The conjunction of the Received Text may have been ab- 
sorbed in the first syllable of the next word, from some early 
copyist’s misunderstanding what was dictated to him ; or it may 
have been omitted by the same hand that changed 8€ to rére in 
the beginning of the verse, to give greater point and terseness to 
the passage: “ At that time occurred the feast of the dedication 
at Jerusalem. It was winter, and Jesus was walking in the 
temple in Solomon’s porch.” This, however, is not in accord- 
ance with John’s running style: “ Now the feast of the dedica- 


tion was in progress at Jerusalem, and it was winter” ;—the 
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1 Grammar of N. T. Greek, American edition, pp. 202, 203. 
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latter clause being incidentally thrown in for the information of 
non-Jewish Christian readers. Otherwise the writer would have 
gone directly on, and said, “ was in progress at Jerusalem ; and 
Jesus was walking” etc. The conjunction is wanting in §¥, B, 
D, G, L, X, I, four cursives, one manuscript of the Old Latin, 
the Ethiopic, and the two Egyptian Versions ; while it appears 
in A, E, F,.K, M, S, U, I, A, A, nearly all the cursives as well 
as manuscripts of the Old Latin (4 omits the whole clause), 
the Vulgate, the Peshito, Philoxenian, and Jerusalem Syriac, 
the Gothic, the Armenian, and in Chrysostom. 


X. 29. 


“That which my Father hath given unto me is greater than 
all” appears in the margin here as the reading of some ancient 
documents in place of “ My Father who hath given them to me 
is greater than all.” In other words, some ancient documents 
read 6, guod, and petfov, majus, where most documents read 
és, gui, and peiLov, major, in the sentence 6 rarip jiov ds Sédwxé 
pot ravrwv peilwv éort. The only Greek manuscript that reads 
6... petoy is the Vatican Codex as penned by its original 
scribe. His contemporary “ proof-reader,” however, changed 
the 6 to ds, but left the other word unchanged, as the uncials 
A and X also read. The Sinaitic Codex and L, on the other 
hand, read 6, but have pet{wv. All this shows that the tran- 
scribers of these manuscripts were at a loss about the text, and 
left it in obvious error; for neither 6... . petéév éore nor os 
- .. peiov éore is grammatical Greek or reasonably trans- 
latable. The Old Latin, the Vulgate, the Memphitic, the 
Gothic Version, and the Latin Fathers generally adopt the 
reading of B,—“ gwod mihi dedit majus est.” But the Greek 
' Fathers give no countenance to this reading. Cyril of Alex- 

andria, in opposition to Tertullian’s reading of the passage, 
" quotes the common text as presenting John’s words. Tischen- 
dorf ‘says, it is incredible that ‘any one who had found és and 
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pet{wv in the text should have deliberately changed them into 
6 and pei{ov. We presume no one really supposes that the 
change was deliberately made. It shows for itself that it was 
-not. The early readings és . . . weifov andé... peilwy de- 
clare plainly that the former crept in through the very common 
mistake of writing an o for an w in pei{wv, or else that the latter 
arose from the unconscious introduction of 6 as the article, but 
without any breathing, in place of és through the influence of 
the preceding 6 still lingering on the copyist’s mind. Either 
one of these blunders having been committed, a subsequent 
scribe detecting the inconsistency of coupling a neuter with a 
masculine word, and not perceiving in which the error lay, com- 
pleted it by making both words neuter, instead of correcting it 
by changing the neuter back to the masculine. This is all there 
is of it; and the Vatican Codex is one of the places where just 
‘such errors appear. From the fact that B’s “ proof-reader ” or 
reviser changed the 6 to ds and left petfoy uncorrected, the 
probability is that in B’s exemplar the error was in the latter, 
-hot in the former, — the reviser in making his correction simply 
- “ following copy.” 


X. 39. 


Rec. T. “Efjrovv odv médw adrov mudora *— Therefore they sought 
again to take him. 

Rev. T.  é{qrovv wddww avrév mdcar*—They sought again to take 
- him. 

Otv is wanting in B, E, G, H, M, S, U, T, A, about forty 
cursives, the Memphitic, Armenian, and Gothic Versions. D, 
the Peshito, and Jerusalem Syriac, and Ethiopic Versions read 
“ And they sought” etc. But &, A, K, L, X, A, II, most of 
the cursives, every manuscript but one of the Old Latin, the 
Vulgate, the Thebaic, the Philoxenian Syriac, and Chrysostom 
attest ovy as the true reading. And this is one of the places 
where John, who employs the word so freely, would naturally, 
if not of necessity, use it. It was evidently dropped out 
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inadvertently because of its following é{#jrovv, — the copyist not 
observing that the letters OYN needed to be repeated. After 
its omission from some manuscripts, xaé was introduced, as in 
D, etc., under the conviction that some connective was neces- 
sary, and that that was the proper one. 


xi. 44. 


Rec. T. kal €&4AOev 6 revykds, — And he that was dead came forth. 
Rey. T. é&#AOev 6 teOvyKes, — He that was dead came forth. 


This omission of the conjunction is found in B, C first hand, 
L, one lectionary, one version (the Thebafc), and Origen once. 
The fact that Origen omits it is of but little weight. The 
want of connection between sentences embodying thoughts so 
closely united as these is not in favor of the omission. It 
misrepresents the evangelist’s well-known style. Having re- 
corded Christ’s cry, “ Lazarus, come forth!’ he would natu- 
rally follow this up with saying, “ And he that had been dead 
came forth.” And so we must believe he actually did write, 
unless we reject the testimony of &, A, C third hand, D, E, 
G, H, K, M, S, U, X, T, A, A, TI, nearly every cursive, the 
Old Latin, the Vulgate, the Syriac Versions, the Memphitic, 
the Gothic, the Armenian, and the Ethiopic. It is true that 
D, f of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, and Andreas of Crete insert 
edOus, or edOéws, “ immediately,” in connection with xaé; but this 
does not in the least reflect upon the genuineness of the con- 
junction. The omission belongs to the same class of readings 
as expagev (in C) and éxpavacey (in L) for éxpavyacev, in the 
preceding verse, — false. 


xi. 45. 


Rec. T. Oeardpevor o érroinoev, — had seen the things which he did. 
Rev. T. @cacdpevor & éroinoev, — beheld that which he did. 


The plural @ is set aside for the singular 8, with the marginal 
note that “many ancient authorities read she things which he 
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aid.” This “many” must be a misprint for “most”; for the 
‘‘ ancient authorities ” referred to are §, A first hand, E, G, H, 
K, L, M, S, U, X, T, A, A, I, nearly all the cursives (three of 
them reading dca instead of &), every copy but one of the Old 
Latin, the Vulgate, the Memphitic, the Armenian, Origen at least 
six times, and Andreas of Crete. The singular, which appears 
in the Revised Text, is the reading of only A second hand, B, C, 
D, three cursives, e of the Old Latin, the Thebaic, Gothic, and 
Ethiopic Versions, —C second or third hand adding onpetov, 
making the words read, “the miracle which.” It is clearly a 
change from the plural to the singular suggested by the one act 
to which special reference is made. Had this been the original 
reading, it could hardly have been intentionally changed, much 
less become so general. The same change to the singular was 
attempted in the next verse, where it appears in C, D, M, two 
or three cursives, two copies of the Old Latin, the Memphitic, 
Gothic, and Ethiopic Versions. But the evangelist evidently 
wrote the same in both verses. 


xi. 53. 
Rec. T. ovveBovdetoavro — they took counsel together. 
Rey. T. é€Bovdedoavro — they took counsel. 


In support of the latter reading, we have the testimony of , 
B, D, the lost uncial represented ‘by 13, 69, 124, and 346, Origen 
in one passage, Athanasius, and Chrysostom ; in support of the 
former, that of A, E, G, H, I, K, L, M, S, U,eX pas Ae 
all the cursives except Ferrar’s group, Origen twice, the Paschal 
Chronicle, and Cyril of Alexandria. Cyril says explicitly that 
John “ does not say that from that hour shey consulted éBovdev- 
gavro to commit the murder, but that chey consulted together 
avveBovrevoavto; that is, what seemed best to each individually 
was determined upon by all conjointly.” While the weight of 
“authority” favors the common reading, it is noteworthy that 
this, and not the simple word, is the one used in the other 
instances (Matt. xxvi. 4, John xviii. 14), in which the chief 
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priests, scribes, and elders are spoken of as conspiring against 
Christ’s life; and it is but natural that the evangelist should 
have used the same word to express the thought here. The 
circumstances seem to call for the compound form: they de- 
liberated one with another, they “counselled together,” in order 
to effect their purpose. 


xi. 54, 
Rec. T. det Stérp.Be — and there continued. 
Rev. T. xdxet €uetve —and there he tarried. 

There seems to be no special difference between the mean- 
ings of these verbs. The latter is used by John about forty 
times, but the former only once elsewhere (iii. 22),—a cir- 
cumstance which rather indicates its genuineness here, the 
other word looking as if it had been substituted instead, on 
account of John’s known use of it elsewhere, as in i. 38, 39, 
li, 12, iv. 40, x. 10, and xi. 6. The common reading, which is 
that adopted by Lachmann, Tischendorf, and others, is attested 
by A,'D, E, G, H} I, K, M,S: U, X, T, A, A, TI, nearly all the 
cursives, the Old Latin, the Vulgate, the Peshito, Philoxenian, 
and Jerusalem Syriac Versions, and the Paschal Chronicle. 
The revised reading, which is preferred by Tregelles, and 
adopted by Westcott and Hort, is that of &, B, L, 249, the 
margin of the Philoxenian Syriac, and Origen three times. 
Indeed, the reading may have originated with Origen through 
his familiarity with John’s vocabulary. However this may be, 
it was a current reading in his day. 


xii. 7. 
Rec. T. "Ades adriy: els Thy hwepav Tod évradiacpod pov TeTHPNKEV 
airs. — Let her alone; against the day of my burying hath she kept this. 
Rev. T. "Ades airhy tva els THY huepav Tod évradiacpod pou THPTTH 
adrd. — Suffer her to keep it against the day of my burying. 
The received reading is supported by A, E, F, G, H, I, M, 
S, U, T, A, A, most of the cursives, one copy of the Old Latin, 
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the Peshito and. Philoxenian Syriac, and the Gothic. The re- 
vised is attested by, NB, Dyk, L, Q, 1, 33,42, 148, 157, most 
manuscripts of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, the two Egyptian 
Versions, the Jerusalem Syriac, the margin of the Philoxenian 
Syriac, the Armenian and the Ethiopic. But the reading is 
demonstrably false, — having originated in a desire to attach a 
clearer and more natural meaning to Christ’s words than they 
seemed to have. Jesus spoke of his burial in anticipation, 
speaking as if he was about to be, or was on the point of being, 
buried. And this he could do without violence to his words, 
inasmuch as he was laid away in the grave only four or five 
days afterwards. But some early reader of this Gospel, unable 
to see how Jesus could be anointed so long beforehand for his. 
burial and while he was still alive and at a feast, considered 
the words irrelevant if not entirely out of place. To remove the 
supposed difficulty, he inserted iva, “that,” and changed the 
form of the verb correspondingly, from the perfect indicative 
to the aorist subjunctive, — making Jesus say, “Let her alone 
that she may preserve it” etc. This, of course, implies that 
the remark was made before the anointing was effected. It 
means, “Instead of asking or wishing her to sell the ointment, 
and to use the money for the poor, let her alone that she may 
keep it for the day of my burial, and use it then.” But Judas’s 
objection, to which the words of Jesus were a reply, was not 
made until after the woman had used the ointment. His 
words were not, “ Why may (or should) not this ointment be 
sold?” but “Why was it not sold?” ze. instead of being used 
as it has been. “The rendering, Suffer her to keep tt against 
the day of my burying, seems to have little pertinence against 
the murmuring of the thievish disciple (which was not directed 
against any supposed future use of the money, but only against 
its present alleged waste) ; nor [is it] very intelligible in itself, 
as that part of it which had been used cou/d not be so pre- 
served [ze. on the assumption, and it is a mere assumption, 

that only a part of the ointment had been used], and of a 
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remaining portion of it the text says nothing.”? The alterna- 
tive rendering found in the margin, “Let her alone: z¢ was 
that she might keep it against the day of my burial,” is simply 
an attempt to make the best of a false reading, —an attempt 
for which there is no warrant elsewhere in the New Testament. 
That is to say, though iva appears in the New Testament more 
than 650 times, nowhere else can a clause introduced by it be 
found that is dependent on a verb which is neither expressed 
nor necessarily implied in the context, as this marginal render- 
ing supposes this clause to be,—vunless it is in some such 
connection as we find it in 2 Cor. ix. 4, “we (hat we say not 
ye).” In Mark v. 23, the supplied words, “I pray thee,” are 
fairly implied in the immediately preceding zapaxade?, “ be- 
seecheth.” And in Mark xiv. 49, and two or three other similarly 
constructed passages, the words “ it is,” or “ye did it not,” or 
something similar that might be inserted in a literal rendering, 
as, “ But zhis is that the Scriptures might be fulfilled,” are 
clearly demanded not merely by the preceding statement, but 
by aAAd, “ but,” which implies an unexpressed clause. Here, 
howevei, there is no such demand. The inserted words, “it 
was,” are intended to refer to the course the woman had pur- 
sued, and are equivalent to saying, “She did not sell it, and 
give the proceeds to the poor, —she used it as she has, — in 
order that she might keep it against the day of my burial”; 
which introduces in connection with the evangelist’s words an 
idea that not only is uncalled for by them, but cannot be 
coherently construed with them. The only consistent, self- 
evidently genuine reading here is that of the Received Text, — 
“Let her alone ; for the day of my burial ha¢h she eft this.” 
— Because the reading fa... Typyoy is found in the two oldest 
extant Greek manuscripts, it does not of necessity follow that 
it must be genuine. We know that these two documents are 
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1A. C. Kendrick, D.D., in Meyer’s Commentary on the Gospel of Fohn, 
American edition, p. 383. 
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‘united again and again, and united with other documents, too, 
in presenting false readings. The mere fact that § and B were 
transcribed fifty years, more or less, earlier than A is in itself 
no proof whatever that they contain an earlier and necessarily: 
purer text than the latter. There is reason in all things; in 
judging of textual readings, as well as in other things. A read- 
ing which presents palpable internal evidence of being spurious 
or depraved it will not do blindly to accept as genuine because 
it is found in a certain class of manuscripts, when it is opposed 
in a number of other documents of equally respectable char- 
acter by a reading which reasonably appears to be genuine, 
and even forces itself upon our convictions as such. 


xii. 23. 
Rec. T. aarexp(varo — answered. 
Rev. T. dmoxplvera. — answereth. 

The latter reading is attested by &, B, L, X, 33; the former 
by A, D, E, G, H, K, M, S, U,T, A, A, I, nearly every cursive, 
the Old Latin, the Vulgate, the Peshito, Philoxenian, and Jeru- 
salem Syriac, the Egyptian Versions, the Armenian, the Gothic, 
and the Ethiopic. That there should be a difference in read- 
ing here among the Greek manuscripts is not strange, especially 
as the two words in uncials might be easily mistaken by a care- 
less scribe one for the other. But that every one of the ancient 
versions, some of which were made long before our oldest known 
Greek manuscripts were written, should give this verb in a past 
tense if the present is the true reading, is hardly credible. 


xii. 25. 


Rec. T. admodeoet adryv *— shall lose it. 
Rev. T. amodAver adrryv *— loseth it. 


It is hardly safe to trust to &, B, L, 33, and # ? of the Old Latin 
Version as giving us the original text here, when all the other 
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documents, including not only Greek manuscripts, but versions, 
and the Fathers as far as we have their testimony, declare in 
favor of the other reading. When it comes to the translating 
of a tense which there is no special reason for changing to 
another tense in translating, and we invariably find that tense 
rendered bya future in the languages into which it is translated, 
the unavoidable and just conclusion is that the tense in the 
originals from which those versions were made must have been 
a future. The present, “loseth it,” of the Revised Text, found 
in only four Greek manuscripts, is clearly the result of ignorance 
or inattention on the part of some early scribe, under the influ- 
ence of the preceding present, “He that Jovezh his life.” The 
same alteration was evidently wrought, in some one or more 
lost manuscripts, on the word ¢vAdéa, “shall keep,” in the 
latter part of the verse ; for several copies of the Old Latin, 
the Vulgate, Nonnus, and even Origen there have the present, 
prdrdcoe, custodit, “ keepeth,” though it is not known to exist 
in any extant Greek manuscript of the New Testament. The 
true reading here, beyond question, is droAéce, “ shall lose,” 
which the Revisers have rejected. It is attested by A, D, E, 
GH Kr My SUX BA, 2Ag ii every cursive but one, every 
copy but one of the Old Latin Version, the Vulgate, and all the 
other ancient versions, as well as some of the Fathers, Greek 
and Latin. If we needed any farther proof of the genuineness 
of this reading, we might find it in the parallel passages, in 
which Christ is invariably reported as having employed the 
future, “shall keep.” It is so even in Matt. x. 39, where it is 
preceded as here by a present, — “He that findeth.” Critics: 
who, in instances like this, pronounce a reading spurious on 
account of its identity or similarity with a parallel reading, 
adopt mere conjecture, not argument, in proof of their position. 
The existence of the future here in all the versions cannot be 
accounted for by saying that it was introduced from the parallel 
passages. Christ’s words may be expected to be given by all 
his reporters in language more or less identical. 
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xiii. 18. 

Rec. T. ‘O rpayav per épod rév aprov— He that eateth bread with me. 

Rev. T. ‘O rpaéyev pov Tov aprov — He that eateth my bread. 

The Revisers seem to have strained a point in their margin 
in translating the common reading, “ He that eateth his bread 
with me.” If this had been the meaning of the evangelist, he 
would probably have inserted atrod, “his,” after dprov, just as 
he inserted it after rrépvav immediately following, in order to 
express “his heel.” The literal rendering of the Greek is, “He 
that eateth the Joaf with me” ; z.e. as the A. V. has it, “ He that 
eateth bread with me,” or is a table-companion, a familiar friend 
of mine. But let that pass. The common reading, which is 
followed by Lachmann, Tischendorf, and others, is attested by 
&, A, D,; E, F, G, H, K, M, S, U,T, A, A, TT, nearly all the 
cursives, the Old Latin, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian 
Syriac, the Memphitic, the Gothic, and the Armenian Version, 
Origen, Eusebius, Chrysostom twice, Cyril of Alexandria in giv- 
ing the text, and Theodoret. The reading of the Revisers is 
that of B, C, L, three cursives, one manuscript of the Vulgate, 
the Ethiopic Version, Origen three times, Eusebius, and Cyril 
in commenting on the verse. It is an evident attempt at con- 
forming the evangelist’s words to those of the Septuagint in Psa. 
xl. 10 (xli. 9), 6 éoO/wy dprovs pov. The other is unquestionably 
the genuine reading. 

xiii. 22. 
Rec. T. "EPderov ody els GAArAovs of palyral, —Then the disciples 


looked one on another. 
Rev. T. %Pderov els dAArjAous of padyral, — The disciples looked one 


on another. 

Oty is wanting in §& as changed by its earlier seventh-century 
emendator, B, C, three cursives of the thirteenth and fourteenth 
centuries, ¢ of the Old Latin, and the Armenian Version. 
Origen, in one place, inserts dé instead ; but, two pages further 
on, he quotes the verse without 8¢ or ovv. Quoting it, however, 
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as he does, it is but natural that he should omit the conjunction, 
which was not at all necessary to his purpose, but rather in his 
way. This passage is one of those in which John, whose use 
of connectives is one of the striking features of his style, and 
who employed otv more freely and frequently than any other 
New-Testament writer, would most naturally have used it. It 
is, in fact, improbable that he could have written the verse 
without it. The word may easily have dropped out, in tran- 
scribing, on account of its resemblance to the preceding syllable. 
Its presence is well attested by & first hand, A, D, E, F, G, H, 
K, L, M, S, U, X, T', A, A, I, most of the cursives, all but two 
manuscripts of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, the Memphitic, the 
Gothic, the Philoxenian Syriac, and Cyril. A few cursives and 
versions, like Origen in one instance, insert S¢ instead. 


xiii. 23. 
Rec. T. "Hv 8% dvaxelwevos — Now there was leaning. 
Rev. T. jv dvaxeipevos — There was at the table reclining. 

The conjunction is wanting in B, C first hand, L, four cur- 
sives of the eleventh, twelfth, and thirteenth centuries, the 
Philoxenian Syriac Version, and Origen twice. It is found in 
&, A, C second hand, D, E, F, G, H, K, M,S, U, BOE RGF We 
the rest of the cursives, most copies of the Old Latin (a few 
of them and the Vulgate having “ therefore”), the Peshito 
Syriac, the Memphitic, the Gothic, the Ethiopic, the Armenian, 


and Cyril. Its use is perfectly Johannean ; ; and most editors 
consider it genuine. 


xiii. 24. 
Rec. T. mubécdat ris dv etn mepl od Aéyet. —that he should ask who 
it should be of whom he spake. 
Rev. T. kal A€yer adr, Klaré rls dort tept ov A€yet. — and saith unto 
him, Tell zs who it is of ayes he speaketh. 
In support of the common reading, we have A, D, E, F, G, 
H, K, M,S, U,T, A, A, II, most of the cursives, ¢ of the Old 
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Latin, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Gothic, the 
Armenian, and Cyril of Alexandria. The revised reading is 
that of B, C, I, L, X, 33, most manuscripts of the Old Latin, 
the Vulgate and Ethiopic Versions. Origen also has this read- 
ing in two or more places. There are a number of variations, 
however, among the documents. The Sinaitic Codex com- 
bines the two readings, adding the revised after giving the 
received. The Vulgate and several manuscripts of the Old 
Latin, instead of “and saz¢h unto him,” have “and sazd unto 
him.” Two Old Latin versions and Origen omit “unto him.” 
Five copies of the Old Latin have “Ask (him)” instead of 
“Tell (us)” ; while another of these Old Latin manuscripts as 
well as the Vulgate and Origen omit both “ Ask” and “ Tell.” 
Another copy of the Old Latin and the Ethiopic Version omit 
“who it is.’ In a word, the revised reading is attended with 
so many variations that it is fairly suspicious. But this is not 
all. It might be asked, If Peter spoke to John, why should he 
also have beckoned to him, as if John was too far away for 
him to say to him what he wanted to say? We are neither 
told nor allowed to infer that he beckoned to him simply to 
gain his attention. If, from the distance at which he must 
have been from John to make it necessary to beckon to him, 
he spoke loud enough for John to hear him, why should he 
“not have addressed his inquiry directly to Jesus, who of course 
must have heard whatever he might have said to John, inas- 
much as the latter was leaning on Jesus’ breast. And again, 
what propriety was there in Peter’s saying /o John, “Tell us 
who it is” etc.? for Peter cannot be supposed to have thought 
that John knew whom Jesus meant any more than himself. 
The revised reading, however, which is evidently an attempt to 
enliven the discourse by introducing the form of direct address, 
seems to have originated in the idea of some early reader that 
Peter supposed that the Saviour must have told John who 
it was to whom he referred ; whereas the very circumstances 
mentioned — the sad and troubled state of Jesus’ mind, and 
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the doubting, questioning look of the disciples themselves — 
show that there was nothing of this kind. There is no reason 
whatever for supposing that John had received any confiden- 
tial disclosure of the secret. The idea that Peter could have 
entertained any such thought is wholly foreign to the conditions 
of the narrative. The very fact of Peter’s “ beckoning ’”’ to 
John is enough to show that he intimated by a gesture what he 
was not willing to express in words, — namely, his desire that 
John, because of his nearness to Jesus, would ask him who it 
was. If Peter were represented, as some of the Old Latin 
versions represent him, as having said to John, “4sk him who 
it is,” there might be some show of propriety in it. But this is 
not the reading. On the whole, the revised reading, with its 
more or less conflicting witnesses and its obvious points of 
questionableness, has every appearance of being a fabrication. 
On the other hand, the common reading, sustained by the 
generally concurrent testimony of its witnesses (only D, as 
might be expected of this manuscript, reading “who Zhis one 
might be,” and the Memphitic Version, otherwise concurring 
with the others, omitting “who it might be ””), commends itself 
as presenting every reasonable indication of genuineness, Com- 
pare note on Mark x. 49. 


xiii. 32. 


Rec. T. Et 6 @eds ofdoOn ev aira, —If God be glorified in him. 
Rev. T. Omits. 


This clause is found in N as corrected by its earlier seventh- 
century emendator, A, C as changed by its sixth-century 
reviser, E, F, G, H, K, M, S, U, T, A, A, most of the cursives, 
four copies of the Old Latin, most manuscripts of the Vulgate, 
the Peshito and Jerusalem Syriac, the Memphitic, Miinter’s 
Thebaic, the Gothic, the Armenian, and the printed Ethiopic. 
Origen gives it twice, Cyril and N onnus, each once, and Hilary 
four times. It is wanting in N first hand, B, C first hand, D, 
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L, X, Il, twelve or more cursives, several copies of the Old 
Latin and of the Vulgate, in the Philoxenian Syriac, some 
manuscripts of the Ethiopic, and in Ambrose. But the clause 
would not have found its way into the text, if it were not 
genuine. It may have been dropped as superfluous ; but it is 
more probable that it was unconsciously omitted by some 
copyist on account of its likeness to the preceding clause, the 
copyist supposing that he had transcribed it, when he had 
given only what preceded. : 


xiii. 32. 


Rec. T. Sofdce airav év éavrd, — shall glorify him in himself. 
Rev. T. Sofdce airév év aire, — shall glorify him in himself. 


Though the Revisers set aside the common reading in the 
Greek, it will be observed that they find it necessary to follow 
it in translating. In support of the received reading, we have 
$ as corrected by its earlier seventh-century reviser, A, C, D, 
E, F, G, H, K, L, M, S, U, X, T, 4, II, nearly all the cursives, 
most copies of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, and other versions, 
Chrysostom, Cyril, and Tertullian. The revised is supported 
by & first hand, and again as changed by its later seventh- 
century emendator, B, H, A, a few cursives, and Origen twice. 
But it must be borne in mind that the old manuscripts, in 
which the breathings and accents are generally omitted, often 
give avrov as their spelling of éavrod. Thus in John ii. 24, § 
first hand, A first hand, B, L, give avroy (Westcott and Hort, 
airév) for éavrév; in vill. 22, D first hand, I, A, a few cursives, 

-and Origen read avrov for éavrév ; in xx. 10, & first hand, B, L, 
have avrovs (Westcott and Hort, atrovs) instead of éavrous ; 
and so in many other places. But it cannot be supposed that 
these forms are intended always to denote the simple personal 
pronoun of the third person. In many cases, they are plainly 
used as the syncopated form of the reflexive, as Westcott and 
Hort present this form here, — atte. 
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xiv. 4. 


Rec. T. Kat Saou éyd trdyw otSare, kal thy 68dv olSare, — And 
whither I go ye know, and the way ye know. 

Rev. T. kal dou éya tadyw olSare thy 686v. — And whither I go, ye 
know the way. 


The latter reading is that of §&, B, C first hand, L, Q, X, a 
few cursives, a@ of the Old Latin, the Memphitic, the Ethiopic, 
and the Persic of Walton’s Polyglot. The former is the text 
presented by A, C third hand, D, E, G, H, KM N StU; 
I, A, A, II, nearly all the cursives, the Old Latin with the 
exception of a single manuscript, the Vulgate, the Peshito, 
Philoxenian and Jerusalem Syriac, the Gothic, Chrysostom, 
and Cyril. The difference between these readings cannot be 
regarded as due to accident. Nothing short of a deliberate 
purpose could have effected the change, whichever way it was 
made. The two oldest extant manuscripts have the shorter 
reading ; and, if these were trustworthy, we should be com- 
pelled to accept it as the genuine reading. By looking forward, 
however, into verse 5, where the same hand has evidently been 
at work, we find that B, C first hand, a, and the Ethiopic Ver- 
sion, omitting the connective “ and,” read as oidapev THY dd, 
“How know we the way?” while D, 4, e, m, and Tertullian, 
some of them retaining “and,” others omitting it, read was rip 
635v o!dzev, where the Received Text has xal mas Suvapeba riyy 
6dov <idévar; “and how can we know the way?” This last 
reading is supported by & (except that it places Suvdpeba, after 
633v), A, C second hand, E, G, H, K, L (omitting xa/), M, N, 
Q,5; WU XS BoA: A, II; the entire body of the cursives, all but 
four manuscripts of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, the three Syriac 
Versions, the Memphitic, the Gothic, and Chrysostom. That 
is to say, most of the supporters of the shorter reading in verse 
4 (or NL O} Xeratthe cursives, and the Memphitic Ver- 
sion), are found parting company with their allies, and uniting 
in verse 5 with the Supporters of the longer and commonly 
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accepted reading. They throw their testimony in the latter 
verse against the supporters of the shorter reading, which the 
Revisers have also adopted there. In verse 4 they unite with 
them in the abrupt, artificial, un-Christlike utterance, “ And 
whither I go ye know the way” thither. But, in verse 5, 
after saying, “We know not whither thou goest,” they cannot 
sanction the unnatural curtailment of Thomas’s words, “ How 
know we the way?” This language speaks for itself that it is 
the work of some lover of cold, epigrammatic phraseology, not 
the utterance of an unlettered, bewildered, anxious disciple, 
who would naturally say, “and how ts it possible for us to know 
the way?” The simple, twofold reply of Thomas in verse 5, 
“ Lord, we know not whither thou goest, AND how can we know 
the way?” shows plainly enough that Christ’s words in verse 4 
must have been, “ Bosh whither I go ye know, and the way ye 
know.” But some early reader of the Gospel, thinking he 
could improve upon this, cut it down to suit himself. And the 
result of his revising, which robs the Saviour’s words of their 
heart and gracious fulness of meaning, must be accepted as a 
part of the genuine text! 





xiv. 7. 


Rec. T. éyvdxeure &v * —ye should have known. 
Rev. T. dv Sevres — ye would have known. 


The change here seems to have been wholly unnecessary to a 
revision of the English text. In fact, if the Revisers had fol- 
lowed their Greek, they would have made strange work with the 
English. ~The rejected reading is attested by A, C third hand, 
D second hand, E, G, H, K, M,N,S, U,T, 4, A, II, nearly all the 
cursives, Athanasius, Pseudo-Athanasius twice according to the 
codices, and Chrysostom. The revised reading is that of B, C 
first hand, Q (and, if «idjre, the perfect subjunctive, can be con- 
sidered the same reading, of L and X also), four cursives, Basil, 
and Cyril. But this is an inherently improbable reading. It 
is a pluperfect in form, but it has the signification generally of 
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an imperfect or preterite. In John viii. 19, it appears twice, 
and is to be translated as an imperfect: “If ye Anew (j8ere) 
me, ye would know (dere dv) my Father also.” So in general 
where it appears as genuine.’ Here, therefore, to be consistent, 
we need to translate the word, “ If ye had known me, ye would 
know (not would have known) my Father also.” The common 
text represents Jesus as using the same word in both protasis 
and apodosis. This was Jesus’ usual way of speaking. But 
some one, evidently desirous of introducing variety into his 
language, changed it to a word which, though in the pluper- 
fect, John never employs except as an imperfect. The only 
safe course here is to adhere, as Lachmann and others do, to 
the accepted reading, — especially so, if the end sought is only 
a revision of the English New Testament. 


xiv. 14. 
Rec. T. "Hav tu alrfonre év TS ovdpart pov, — If ye shall ask any- 
thing in my name, : 


Rev. T. édv tu aithonré pe év T® ovépart pov, — If ye shall ask me 
anything in my name. 


The American Committee of Revisers here very properly 
follow the Received Text, but add the marginal note, “ Many 
ancient authorities add me.” This received reading is attested 
by.-A,..D,.G, KL, M, Q, S, A second hand (the original scribe, 
by a common oversight, having omitted this verse together with 
the last clause of the previous verse), II, most of the cursives, 
four manuscripts of the Old Latin, one of the Syriac Version, 
the Memphitic, the Ethiopic, and Cyril. The revised is vouched 
for by §\, B, E, H, U, T, A, thirty or more cursives, two manu- 
scripts of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxe- 
nian Syriac, the Gothic, and Uscan’s Armenian Version, — the 








1 The only exceptions to this are in Matt. xxiv. 43, Luke xii, 39, and 
Rom. vii. 7. 
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last of these omitting “in my name.” In verse 13, as well as 
in xv. 7 and xvi. 26, Jesus presents the same thought without 
saying “shall ask me.” Yet, in verse 13, four cursives insert 
“me,” while others, as here, insert “the Father.” All these 
readings are mere additions, intended to determine to whom 
the request should be presented, —a point which Jesus himself 
makes perfectly clear in xv. 16 and xvi. 23. The critical hand 
that inserted “me” here was perhaps led to this by the repe- 
tition of airjonre, “ye shall ask,” in connection with the 
emphatic éy rojow, “ J will do it.” 


XV. It. 
Rec. T. tva 4 xapa h ep év bpiv pelvy, — that my joy might remain 
in you. 
Rev. T. tva % xapa q enh év dpiv 4, — that my joy may be in you. 


The former is the reading of $8, E, G, H, K, L, M, S, 1 Bee. 
T, A, A, II, most of the cursives, F of the Old Latin, Chrysostom, 
and Cyril. The latter is that of A, B, D, ten cursives, the Old 
Latin with the exception of one manuscript, the Vulgate, the 
three Syriac Versions, the Gothic, the Armenian, and the, 
Ethiopic. The Greek manuscripts greatly preponderate in 
favor of the former; but the versions, in favor of the latter. 
In the most ancient manuscripts’« was often written « (and 
vice versa), as we still find it in later ones. Thus tpety appears 
in D, at Mark xi. 29, xill. 37, etc., for ipiv ; peuxporepos in the 
same Codex at Luke vii. 28, for puxpérepos ; ‘yetvonévys in A and 
B, at John xxi. 4, for ywopéys ; and, not to refer to number- 
less other instances, the familiar forms Aavid, WuAdros, Xopaciv 
or Xwpafiv appear in very many manuscripts as Aavefd, Te- 
Adros, and Xopafetv or Xwpaeiv. Now the piv in this clause 
was undoubtedly written in early manuscripts tpeiv. But, in 
copying the words YMEIN MEINH, some transcriber inadver- 
tently overlooked and omitted the second MEIN, and the two 
words became reduced to YMEINH, afterwards épiv 7. Hence 
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the few Greek manuscripts and the various versions with this 
reading. The fewness of Greek manuscripts in support of 4 
is not the only thing, however, that naturally awakens suspi- 
cion. It is the unusual combination of uncials, — A, B, D. 
Besides this, the sense which yields is tame in comparison 
with that thrown into the words by peivy. The very context 
indicates that the Saviour said what he did to his disciples, not 
so much that his own joy might simply be infused into them 
and ée in them, as that it might condimue in them, so that, as 
he added, their joy might be made to abound. The idea of 
his joy abiding as a permanent joy in them is what he seems 
to have intended to express; and this calls for the common 
reading. 


xvi. 4. 
Rec. T. tva drav Oy h dpa, pvnpovednre adrdv, — that when the 
time shall come, ye may remember . . . them. 


Rev. T. tva érav XO 4 dpa adrav, pvquovednre adrav, —that when 
their hour is come, ye may remember them. ~ 


There is much confusion here among the manuscripts. In 
some, avrév stands both before and after Pvnpovednte ; In some, 
only before; in some, only after; and in still others it is 
entirely wanting. We believe with Tischendorf that the origi- 
nal reading is that of the Received T ext, which is attested by 
XN, E, G, H, K, M, S, U, Y, T', A, A, most of the cursives, the 
Memphitic, the Jerusalem Syriac, the Ethiopic Version, Chrys- 
ostom, and Cyril, — giving airéy as the object of prypovedyre, 
and placing it where it should be, after the governing verb. 
But some early critical reader, desirous of making it clear 
what hour the Saviour meant, inserted the word adrdy after 
@pa, thereby converting “the hour” into “their hour,” as a 
brief way of saying “the hour for remembering what he had 
told them.” Hence the Revisers’ reading, which is found in 
A, B, II as originally written, four cursives, the Peshito and 
Philoxenian Syriac, and Gothic Versions. Others, as the lost 
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uncial represented by Ferrar’s group, L, Il second hand, five 
cursives, eight copies of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, Augustine, 
and Cyprian twice, retaining the pronoun after wpa, reject the 
other as unnecessary, and read “that, when their hour shall 
come, ye may remember that I told you [of them].” Finally, 
D, one cursive, a of the Old Latin, and the Armenian Version 
omit the pronoun as superfluous in both places, and read “that, 
when the hour shall come, ye may remember that I told you 
[of them].” This glance at the origin of the different readings 
clearly indicates the common reading to be the genuine one. 


Xvi. 23. 


Rec. T. Sea av alrhonte tov Ilarépa év ro dvopari pov, Sacer dpiv. 
— Whatsoever ye shall ask the Father in my name, he will give it you. 

Rey. T. av tealryonre tov warépa, Sace bpiv év tT OvopaTl pov. — 
Tf ye shall ask anything of the Father, he will give it you in my name. 


While the Revisers adopt the reading followed by Tregelles, 
Tischendorf, and Westcott and Hort in the latter part of this 
passage, Griesbach and Lachmann still hold to the common 
reading as presenting the original text. But this would hardly 
be the case if the testimony were overwhelmingly against the 
received reading. In support of it are A, C third hand, D, E, 
G, H, K, M, S$, U, I, A, I, the whole body of the cursives, the 
Old Latin Version, the Vulgate, the Peshito, Philoxenian, and 
Jerusalem Syriac, the Memphitic, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, 
Chrysostom twice, and Cyril once. The revised is supported 
by &%, B, C first hand, L, X, Y, A, Miinter’s Fragments of the 
Thebaic Version, Origen twice, and Cyril once, on a different 
occasion. It will be seen from the foregoing, that all the 
ancient versions, except Minter’s Fragments of the Thebaic, 
have the common reading. This rather indicates that, while 
the new reading was known in Origen’s day, — the middle of 
the third century, —it did not exist in those earlier exemplars 
from which the oldest of the old versions, to say nothing of the 


7O THE REVISERS’ GREEK TEXT, 


rest, must have been taken. These versions a// agree in read- 
ing, “ Whatsoever ye shall ask the Father in my name.” Is it 
possible that the sources from which they were derived could, 
every one of them, have been corrupt, and been corrupted 
exactly alike? The collocation of words given in the Revised 
Text has every appearance of being the result of a pious desire 
to fix the supposed true meaning of the passage, effected, 
‘apparently, about the close of the second century. It is one 
of those well-intended efforts which appear in certain ancient 
manuscripts, but which are blindly received by too many as 
the veritable work of the Holy Spirit. We can almost see the 
poor man at work over his manuscript. He finds Christ saying, 
“In that day, of ME ye will ask nothing.” He goes on, and 
thinks he finds him saying, “ Verily, verily, I say unto you, 
Whatsoever ye shall ask THE FATHER, —in my name he 
will give it you!” To make this, which is not a bad meaning, 
and which he piously believes to be the true meaning, clear 
to others, — to fix it so that it shall not be misunderstood ! — 
he finds nothing necessary but to transpose two words. He 
neither adds to, nor takes from, the text; he simply places 
ddoe tyiv, “he will give you,” before instead of after the other 
words, so that the meaning, formerly ambiguous, may in future 
be perfectly transparent :. “ He will give it you in my name!” 
Does any one say, he might have done this at xv. 16? There 
is no such occasion for transposing the words there as here. 
And in xiv. 13, 14, there is no possibility of making the trans- 
position. Verse 24 shows Jesus’ meaning, and confirms the 
common reading. It shows that the contrast is between asking 
Christ for something, and asking the Father in Christ's name + 
“Tn that day ye shall ask Mr nothing ; but whatsoever ye shall 
ask ¢he FatHER in my name, he will give you. Aitherto ye 
have asked nothing in my name ; ask, and ye shall receive.” 
If the revised reading, “ He will give it you in my name,” were 
correct, the next verse would need to read, “‘ Hitherto have ye 
~recewved nothing in my name” But the reading, “ Hitherto 
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have ye asked nothing in my name,” which could not truthfully 
be changed, while irrelevant as connected with the Revisers’ 
previous reading, is in perfect harmony with the original word- 
ing. It harmonizes, also, with all Christ’s utterances in this 
Gospel in regard to his disciples’ asking in his name. The 
only act that it is said the Father will do in Jesus’ name is 
the sending of the Comforter, xiv. 26 ; and this, not in answer 
to his people’s prayer, but in answer to his own; xiv.16. This 
‘uniformity of expression in Christ’s use of words to present the 
same thought, as we have before observed, is one of the evi- 
dences not only that the language so given is his, but that the 
record containing it is genuine, while another would be dis- 
posed to introduce some change in the phraseology. 


Xvii. 3. 

The Revisers here had an opportunity to do really needed 
work in correcting a false reading. But they allowed it to 
pass unimproved. The text, both received and revised, reads, 

And this is life eternal, that they might (or should) know 
[iva ywdoxwor] thee” etc. In other words, the verse begins 
as if it was intended to be a definition of the eternal life to 
which reference is made at the close of the previous verse, but 
ends with the declaration of a purpose, — “that they might 
(or should) know” etc. The trouble lies in the form of the 
Greek verb, which the text gives in the subjunctive. Instead 
of this, the true reading is ywaoxovor, the indicative, ‘ they 
know.” ‘This is attested by A, D, G, L, Y, A, A, the cursives 
33, 244, and the lectionary 222. The other reading may be 
an itacism; but, more probably, the transcriber who intro- 
duced it was led into the error under the idea that the indica- 
tive present should never follow va, — and, once introduced, 
it was naturally accepted. But the construction of iva with 
the indicative is unquestioned in 1 Cor. iv. 6, “that ye de not 
puffed up,’ or “not to be puffed up.” Also in Gal. iv. 17, 
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and possibly elsewhere. And when we consider that “ John 
is much less rigorous than others in his employment of the 
particle iva, and its original telic force is often obscured by 
him,’’? while internal probability demands the indicative, and 
the external attestation is so emphatic in its favor, we can 
hardly err in the conclusion that the indicative, not the sub- 
junctive, is the original reading here. With this, the language 
is consistent throughout: ‘And this is life eternal, to know 
[tva ywécxovet, literally ‘that they know’] thee” etc. Tre- 
gelles, Tischendorf, Alford, Davidson, and others adopt this as 
the true reading. 


Xvii. 4. 


Rec. T. 16 Epyov éreAeimoa — I have finished the work. 
Rev. T. 16 épyov redeudoras — having accomplished the work. 


The substitution, as here, of a participle in place of a per- 
sonal verb, and sometimes, as in verse 1, in place of a verb 
and a conjunction following, a change which generally makes 
no real difference in the signification, is as a rule a step of 
more or less doubtful propriety. The whole context generally 
— certainly here — shows the participle to be an intruder, the 
work of a pedant striving to improve the language, to break up 
the sameness of the style, and to introduce a variety of expres- 
sion unfamiliar to the evangelist. And when these readings, 
though vouched for by what are generally considered the best 
manuscripts, are opposed by a large and respectable, though 
perhaps not an overwhelming body of other witnesses, it ought 
to be regarded, in connection with the evidence from internal 
probability, as decisive proof of their spurious character. 





1 Buttmann, Gram. of New Test. Greek, p. 23 5, American edition. 
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Xvii. 11, 12. 


Rec. T. thpyorov atrovs év tw ovdparl cov, ots SéSwxds por * — 

keep through thine own name those whom thou hast given me. éy@ érf- 

_ povv avirovs év TH Ovdpatl cov: ovs Sé5wxds por EptAaga, —I kept them 
in thy name: those that thou gavest me I have kept. 

Rev. T. thpyoov attovs év TH ovdpari cov, @ Sé8wxds por, — keep 
them in thy name which thou hast given me. éy® érqpovv adrods év Ta 
dvoparl cov, o Séaxds pos Kat épidAata, —I kept them in thy name 
which thou hast given me: and I guarded them. 


The received reading, in verse 11, is attested by D second 
hand, 69, a few cursives, three copies of the Old Latin, the 
Vulgate, the Memphitic, the Gothic, the Ethiopic, and Epi- 
phanius twice; in verse 12, by A, C third hand, D, E, G, H, 
RL My Sy Y,.5,) A; A, ILenearlyvall, the; cursives, the: Old 
Latin, the Vulgate, the Peshito, and Philoxenian Syriac, the 
Gothic, the Ethiopic, and Origen. The revised reading, in 
verse 11, is supported by &, A, B, C, E, G, H, K,.L, M;S, Y, 
T, A, A, I, most of the cursives, the Peshito, Philoxenian, and 
Jerusalem Syriac, the Thebaic, the Armenian, Athanasius, and 
Cyril, — and seemingly by D first hand, U, X, and ten or twelve 
cursives, which read 6 instead of 6. In verse 12, 6 is sup- 
ported by B, C first hand, L, 33, 64, and Cyril three times, — 
and 6 by the earlier seventh-century corrector of & (the origi- 
nal transcriber having omitted the clause), the Memphitic, the 
Thebaic, the Jerusalem Syriac, and the Armenian Version. It 
will be observed that the testimony in support of @ in verse 12 
is far less weighty than in verse 11. It will also be observed 
that the attestation of ots in verse 11 is very feeble, but not so 
‘in verse 12. In view of this, Dr. Broadus says, “ How [shall 
we] explain the fact that so very many authorities have whom 
here [in verse 12], and wAzch in the immediately preceding 
and exactly similar sentence? Are not the phenomena best 
accounted for by supposing that in verse 12 the Saviour’s lan- 
guage returns to the expression of verses 6 and 9g, and that 
so the true reading is which in verse 11, and whom in verse 
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12?”! We think not. Jesus was not in the habit of changing 
his language in this manner. When he did express. himself 
differently after having once uttered a thought, there was a 
reason for it other than the mere seeking of a varied diction. 
In verse 2, his words are wav 6 dédwxas aird, “all that thou 
hast given him.” Note the words; not merely the singular 
relative, but the singular antecedent ay, which calls for a rela- 
tive in the singular. Just so in vi. 37, rav @ S/dwou, and in vi. 
39, wav 6 dédwxe, though the reference, in all these instances, 
is to those whom the Father had given him. But in verse 6 
of this chapter Christ’s words are rots dvOpdrots obs dédwxas, 
“to the men whom thou hast given”; and in verse 9 [epi 
airav...] wepi dv Sédwxas, “ for those whom thou hast given.” 
So, too, in xviii. 9, ods dé8uxds por... && abrdv, “of chose whom 
thou hast given me.” In all these instances, the relative is 
plural, because its antecedents are in the plural. In these two 
verses (11, 12), however, this consistency in Jesus’ language 
as reported by the evangelist is marred. Some early blunder- 
ing critic, wishing to bring the language of this clause into 
conformity with that in verse 2, and not considering that the 
plural antecedent airovs would be a standing protest against 
his work, changed ots to 6. Hence the reading of D first 
hand, U, X, etc. But others, not being able to refer 6 to airois, 
and mistaking its intended reference, instead of changing it 
back to ovs, as D second hand really did, regarded it as an 
erroneous transcription of , referring it to évdépar, “name,” 
and accordingly gave it this form. This change was wrought 
in verse 11 at an evidently early date. Hence the appearance 
of this reading in so many manuscripts and versions. But was 
not the reading in verse 12 made at the same time? It seems 
at first sight that, if made at all, it must have been made then. 
One would hardly be expected to change a reading in one 
verse, and for no apparent cause leave the same reading un- 





1 Note, p. 343 of American Commentary, Gospel of John. 


JOHN. 75 


changed in the next verse. But the critic, instead of changing 
the word in verse 12, cut the knot by omitting the entire clause 
in which the word appears, as we actually find it omitted in 
the Sinaitic Codex, which reads, “I kept them in thy name; 
I guarded them,” etc. Copyists who transcribed from this and 
like manuscripts, in supplying from other sources the omitted 
words, would be likely to obtain a correct reading. All tran- 
scripts from exemplars thus prepared would then contain @ in 
verse 11, and ovs in verse 12. This will easily account for the 
inequality of the evidence in support of @ in the two verses. 
Whatever may be said in favor of the reading, “ Keep them in 
thy name which thou hast given me,” this language is neither 
clear nor like any other utterance of Christ’s. The expression, 
“thy name,” as used in verse 6, as every intelligent Bible reader 
ought to know, is only an oriental synonym of “thee,” as 
“his name” is a synonym of “him,” and “my name” of “me.” 
In x Cor. x. 2, the apostle Paul expresses himself according to 
English idiom: “and were all baptized [professedly bound] 
unto Moses.” But elsewhere, as in 1 Cor. i. 13, 15, he em- 
ploys the oriental form of speech: “Were ye baptized in [or 
rather unto] Zhe name of Paul?” and “in [unto] my name?” 
instead of “ Were ye baptized unto Paul?” and “unto me?” 
In like manner, the words “ baptizing in [unto] the name of 
the Father,” etc., in plain English mean “baptizing unto the 
Father,” etc. Just so, to believe on or in one’s name is to believe 
on or in the one named. To believe, for example, in the name 
of the Lord is to believe in the Lord. To glorify God’s name 
is to glorify God. To manifest or make known God’s name to 
men is to manifest God, to make him known to men. The 
lame man at Jerusalem (Acts iv. 10) was healed in or by “ the 
name of Jesus Christ,” or, as is immediately added, “ even in”’ 
or “by him.” It was through power received from Jesus. In 
Acts iv. 12 we read that there is “none other name,” z.e. no 
other one, by whom we must be saved. Any attempt to attach 
an intelligible scriptural meaning to the words “thy name which 
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thou hast given me” must prove a failure ; for the reading is 
obviously a spurious one. Christ’s prayer was that the Father 
would keep his followers in union with himself, and not suffer 
them to become apostates. 


XVii. 21. 


Rec. T. tva kal adrol év hpiv tv @ow*—that they also may be one 
in us. 
Rev. T. tva kal adrol év qpiv dow * — that they also may be in us. 


The Received Text here is overwhelmingly supported by , 
A,.C third hand, E, G, H,.K, L, M,S, U, X, Y, 1, A, A, I all 
the cursives, three manuscripts of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, 
the Peshito, Philoxenian, and Jerusalem Syriac Versions, the 
Gothic, the Ethiopic, Clement of Alexandria, Origen again and 
again, Eusebius, Athanasius, Basil, Cyril of Alexandria, Theo- 
doret, Cyprian, Hilary, and others. The revised reading is that 
of B, C first hand, D, four copies of the Old: Latin, the Thebaic 
and Armenian Versions, and possibly three or four of the 
Fathers. But C first hand is untrustworthy here, for it omits 
év in the beginning of the verse also, making it read, “ That all 
may be as thou, Father, art in me and I in thee; that they 
also may be in us.” Even Origen’s testimony, in the one place 
where he omits éy, is not in favor of this reading. It is, ws éya 
kal ov & éopev, iva Kal adrol év qpiv wow, “ As thou and I are 
one, that they also may be [7.e. may be one] in us.” These 
words, however, are not properly a quotation of Jesus’ language. 
Not only is the documentary testimony emphatic in support of 
the common reading, but the internal evidence is also. The 
very point of the Saviour’s prayer lies in the word that has 
been omitted from the Revisers’ text. In verse 20, Christ is 
represented as saying, “I pray not for these only, but for them 
also who believe on me through their word.” And what was 
his prayer? “That they all may be ons, even as thou, F ather, 
art in me and I in thee; that they also may be one iz us,” i.e. 
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not only united, as he had just prayed they might be, but 
united “in us.” The word & is necessary to give pertinence 
to the accompanying expression “in us.’ Omit the word 
“one,” and the prayer becomes simply a prayer that “those 
who believe on him,” and who are therefore “in him,” may be 
in him and the Father! The words are completely emptied 
of their meaning. And yet the reading must be accepted as 
genuine, because haply some careless transcriber omitted & 
from among the several similar syllables of which it is one, 
and his omission crept into ¢kvee manuscripts and six or seven’ 
ancient versions that have come down to us! 


Xvii. 24. 


Rec. T. ods Sé5axds por, OéAw tva... Kdketvor dow per’ Epod*—I 
will that they also whom thou hast given me, be with me. 

Rey. T. 6 SéSaxds pot, O€Aw iva... KadKetvor Gov per épot*— that 
which thou hast given me, I will that ... they also may be with me. 


The received reading is attested by A, C, E, G, H, K, L, M; 
S, U, X, Y, T, A, A, II, all the cursives, the Old Latin, the 
Vulgate, the Peshito, Philoxenian, and Jerusalem Syriac, the 
Thebaic, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, Clement, Eusebius, Chrys- 
ostom, Cyril, Theodoret, Cyprian, and others. The revised is 
that of &%, B, D, the Memphitic and Gothic Versions, and a 
manuscript of the Vulgate to which Lachmann seems to have 
had access. Yet Lachmann rejects the reading; and rightly, 
for it is a companion of the false readings found in verses 11, 
12. It testifies against itself; for the relative, instead of having 
an antecedent in the singular as at verse 2, is accompanied 
by an antecedent in the plural, —ékeivo, “they,” or “those” ; 
and we may rest assured, at least, until we have better evidence 
to the contrary than we now have, that John never wrote, and 
that Jesus never uttered such Greek as éxelvo 6, “those (or 
they) which.” See Note on verses 11, 12. 
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xix. 7. 


Rec. T. Kata Tov vopov hpav odelre &mroSavetv, — by our law he 
ought to die. 

Rev. T. Kara tov vopov odelher GrroBavetv, — by that law he ought 
to die. 


The presence of #pav, “ our,” here is attested by A (C and 
G are defective), E, H, K, M, S, U, X, Y, I, A, U, all the cur- 
sives, one copy of the Old Latin, the Peshito, Philoxenian, and 
Jerusalem Syriac Versions, the Memphitic, the Thebaic, the 
Gothic, the Armenian, and the Ethiopic, Chrysostom, and Cyril. 
The omission is found in \, B, L, A, all manuscripts but one 
of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, Origen three times, and, as 
might be expected, in Hilary and Augustine, as well as in D’s 
text as restored after the ninth century in certain mutilated 
portions, of which this from John XVilil. 14 to xx. 13 is one. 
Hpay was probably regarded as superfluous by some early 
critical scribe ; or it may have dropped out, as words often do, 
in transcribing. Hence its omission in a certain class of docu- 
ments. And, if the word were not emphatic, its absence would 
be by no means unusual or strange. Compare verse 26. But 
some qualifying word like “our” law, “that” law, or the law 
“to which we refer,” is really essential here. This the Revisers 
saw. Hence they translated, “and by that law.” Their text, 
however, reads “and by ¢he law,” or “ according to the law.” It 
would be just as proper to translate rév vépov here, “ our law,” as 
“that law.” But neither is really proper ; for, whether we say 
“our” or “that,” the word is emphatic, and not legitimately 
represented in Greek by the article. That there is no proba- 
bility that the evangelist wrote the verse without #@yv is apparent 
from the fact that he begins it with an emphatic “we”: “ We 
have a law”’; and, to carry out the idea thus introduced, this 
emphatic “we” needs to be followed by “ our,” — “and accord- 
ing to our law,” that is, as distinguished from your Roman 
code, “he ought to die.” And the weight of documentary 
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evidence really preponderates in favor, and in confirmation, of 
this reading. Compare Revised Text of Luke ii. 51. 


XX.Toe 


Rec. T. &rv édpaxe tov Kiptov, — that she had seen the Lord. 
Rev. T. 8ti‘Edpaxa tov Kipiov, —I have seen the Lord. 


The received reading is supported by A, D, E, G, I, Key, 
M, U, I, A, A, U, all the cursives, five manuscripts of the Old 
Latin Version, the Peshito, Philoxenian, and Jerusalem Syriac, 
and the Armenian, as well as by Cyril and Severianus. “I 
have seen” is the reading of &¥, B, X, three copies of the Old 
Latin, the Vulgate, the Memphitic, the Thebaic, and the Ethi- 
opic ; while S, and 33 read, “ We have seen.” In addition to 
this, two of the three Old Latin manuscripts that support, the 
Revisers’ reading, the Vulgate and the Thebaic Version also 
read, “and he said these things 70 me,” instead of “to her”; 
while the Memphitic reads, “and these are the things that he 
said to me”; and the Ethiopic and a few others close the 
verse with the words, “and what things he said to her she 
recounted,” or, “she recounted to them.” And, if their read- 
ings are false here, what assurance have we that they are not at 
the beginning of the sentence? These various readings, cer- 
tainly, very naturally awaken suspicion as to the genuineness of 
the remaining peculiar variation which these documents sup- 
port. They indicate, as already suggested, that the form of 
direct address originated in a transcriptional blunder, in writing 
édpaxa for édpaxe. But this reading being harsh and not generally 
acceptable, the last few words became more or less modified, 
— some documents returning to the original text as found in 
other copies, and others giving the words a still different turn. 
Whatever may have been its origin, however, the revised read- 
ing is plainly not in harmony with John’s manner of narrating 
events. On the other hand, it is perfectly in accord with his 
usual mode of writing, to say, “‘ Mary the Magdalene cometh, 
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announcing to the disciples that she’had seen the Lord, and he 
had said thus and so 0 her.” — Compare Note on Mark x. 49. 


xxi. 23: 


Rec. T. Kal odk elev... 6 Inoots, —yet Jesus said not. 
Rev. T. ovk elev 8... 6 Inoots, — yet Jesus said not. 


The common text, which Lachmann, Tischendorf, and others 
follow, is attested by A, D, E, G, H, K, M, S, U, X,T, A, A, IT, 
nearly all the cursives, seven copies of the Old Latin, the Vul- 
gate, the Philoxenian Syriac, the Armenian, and the Ethiopic. 
The revised reading is that of &, B, C, 33, and apparently that 
followed by ¢ of the Old Latin, the Peshito and Jerusalem Syriac 
Versions, and Schwartze’s Memphitic, while Wilkins’ Memphitic 
is without a conjunction. Origen, Cyril, and Chrysostom also 
support the revised reading. But, if this had been the original 
reading, the other could hardly have crept in. It looks as if 
dé was introduced to give a more pronounced adversative char- 
acter to the conjunction than xaé was supposed to have. John, 
however, often uses the latter as equivalent to 5é For the 
purpose of revising the English version, the change was wholly 
unnecessary, even ‘if dé could be considered the evangelist’s 
word, | 
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i. 19. 
Rec. T. ry t8lq Siadéxtw adrdv —in their proper tongue. 
Rey. T. ty Stadékrw aitdv —in their language. 

The Revisers have omitted “own” or “ proper” on the tes- 
timony of three manuscripts, —¥, B first hand, D. But the 
Received Text is supported by A, B third hand, C, E, all the 

_cursives but two (which read “ Judean” instead), and by Euse- 
bius and Chrysostom. Lachmann, Tischendorf, and most other 
modern editors accept the word as genuine. It is one that 
Luke uses elsewhere (ii. 6, 8) in the same connection, — 
though D, alone of all the Greek manuscripts, in one of these 
instances rejects it,—and employs it to denote the dialect 
peculiar to the speakers and hearers referred to. He means 
not merely their language in a general way, but their own lan- 
guage, —in this instance the very idiom of the inhabitants. 

The word is really emphatic, though it seems to have been 
omitted in two or three copies, as it is afterwards in one of 
these very manuscripts, as unnecessary. While Tregelles gives 

it a secondary place, Westcott and Hort, as far as we know, 
are the only editors, aside from the Revisers, who reject it as 
spurious. 


ligt. 
Rec. T. foav d&ravres Spobvpasov éml +d adto. — they were all with 


one accord in one place. 
Rev. T. foav mdvres Spot él rd adtd. — they were all together in 


one place. 
The common reading éuo6vpadov is vouched for by C third 


hand, E, most of the cursives, the manuscripts of Athanasius’ 
8x 
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writings, as well as by Chrysostom, Theophylact, and Augustine 
in his treatise against the Manicheans. The revised 6pov is 
supported by §%, A, B, C first hand, two cursives (18 and 61, 
the last of which is considered by some, because of its general 
resemblance to B, the most important of the cursive manuscripts 
of the Acts), ¢ of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, and Augustine in 
two other places. D and the two Egyptian Versions omit the 
word as superfluous. And, indeed, épod is superfluous. No 
one of us would think of writing or saying, “They were all in 
company together,” or “ in the same place together,” which are 
the literal renderings and only meanings of the Revisers’ Greek. 
No more ought we to suppose that Luke could have written 
thus. And we must be convinced of this, when we consider 
two or three facts. The first is that 640d is a word that Luke 
nowhere uses, — unless here, in this needless, superfluous way.) 
On the other hand, Sno00vpadSdy, “with one accord,” is a word 
that Luke employs at least eleven times in this treatise. It 
expresses just the idea that he would naturally wish to express 
here ; for all know that in those days there was a wonderful 
unanimity and harmony of action among the disciples. Then 
the expression emt 74 adré, “in one place,” which occurs several 
times elsewhere is each time rendered “ together.” ? The only 
apparent reason why it is not so translated here is the palpable 





1 John is the only one of all the New-Testament writers who employs 
6400; —twice in the sense of in company (iv. 36, xx. 4), and once as 
meaning in the same place (xxi. 2). The word primarily and properly 
has a Joca/ reference. It is nowhere used in Greek as meaning “ together,” 
in the sense of being in concert, in harmony or agreement. Yet it may 
have crept into the text here under the impression that such was the case; 
though we are inclined to doubt it. The word does not seem to have been 
introduced intentionally. 

2 At Acts iii. 1, the Revisers have taken this expression, and, connecting 
it with the last verse of chapter ii., translated it “to them,” —a rendering 
which it does not admit, and for which, if that had been the writer’s mean- 
ing, he would undoubtedly have written avro?ts, as in chapters vy. 14 and 
xi. 24 he wrote T@ Kuply, “to the Lord.” 
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absurdity of the rendering, “They were all together together,” 
which is partially hidden under the words “together in one 
place.” It looks as if some early transcriber’s mind had been 
preoccupied with the zdea embodied in émt 76 atré, which lay 
just before him, and half-confused with a lingering impression 
concerning the form of the proper word to be written, uncon- 
sciously allowed that impression to control his pen and cause 
him to write duod instead of éuobvpaddy. Mistakes of like char- 
acter not only appear elsewhere among the manuscripts, but 
are made again and again even in our day, and sometimes by 
the most careful copyists.1_ As we are confident that no English 
writer would put words together thus, we are the more ready to 
believe that Luke’s words were perverted in some such way 
as this, whoever may apparently testify to the contrary. Indeed, 
when we consider how excellent a writer of Greek Luke was, 
and how he expresses himself elsewhere, we cannot bring our- 
selves to believe that he wrote in this absurd manner. 


nt 


1 If the reader considers this explanation unsatisfactory, and still holds 
that the manuscripts that support the Revisers’ reading must present the 
original text, let him look at the following, and see what he thinks of the 
correctness of some of those manuscripts: —In Acts i. 14, the original 
scribe of the Sinaitic Codex wrote Foav duofupaddy mposkapTepodrTes ouodu- 
paddy, i.e. They all “were with one accord continuing with one accord” 
in prayer. And this lay uncorrected till the seventh century. Ini. 18, 
Codex A, Gaudentius and Theophylact omit mdvra, reading “and — his 
bowels gushed out.” In ii. 9, A has “ Cazpadocia,” while C has “Pappa- 
docia,” for “Cappadocia.” In ii. 17, B, the Thebaic and Ethiopic Ver- 
sions, and Cyril of Jerusalem read pera tabra, “ After these things,” in 
accordance with the Septuagint, instead of Peter’s words “In the last 
days”; while C and one cursive combine the two, and read, “ After these 
things, in the last days.” In viii. 6, D reads -ovto (the letters preceding 
ovro being obliterated) kal évigovro instead of 6u00uuad6y, which can mean 
only that they did something “and washed ”; — or, to give D’s reading of 
the whole verse, “ And when they heard of it all, the multitudes gave heed 
to the words spoken by Philip,” and did something “and washed them- 
selves (adrovs?) on hearing him and seeing the miracles that he wrought.” 
— But enough of this. 
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ii. 47. 
Rec. T. 6 Kiptos mpoceribe. ... Kad” fpépav ry exxAnolg. — the 
Lord added to the church daily. 


Rev. T. 6 Kupvos mpoceriber . . . kad’ huepav emt rd adto. — the 
Lord added to them day by day. 


Here, it will.be seen, the Revisers have omitted “to the 
church,” and in its place substituted the first three words of 
the next chapter. But ézi rd atrd, as every reader of Greek 
must know, means, not “to them,” but as the margin has it, 
“together,” —at the same time, unitedly. This reading is 
vouched for by §, A, B, C, G, 61, the Vulgate, the two Egyptian 
Versions, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, and by Cyril of Alexandria, 
and Lucifer. D reads émi 76 aité év 7H éxxAnoia, then begins 
the next chapter with "Ey 8 rats juépais ravrats Iérpos, etc. 
That is, we will suppose, “The Lord at the same time was 
adding daily such as were saved zm the church,” — possibly, 
“to the church”; then goes on, “Now.zn those days Peter 
and John,” etc. The Received Text is attested by E, P, nearly 
all the cursives, and the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac Ver- 
sions. Though this lacks the support of the oldest known 
manuscripts, it is loudly called for by the oldest of the-versions 
and the intrinsic evidence of the readings. The Revised Text 
seems to have originated in a misapprehension of the true 
construction. This early led to the connecting of émt 1d airé 
with this verse, instead of leaving it to be construed with the 
verse following. Taken thus, the clause was made to mean, 
“And the Lord at the same time was adding to the church daily 
such as were saved,”—a meaning not at all incongruous or 
improbable, considered in itself. Then, in order to fix this as 
the real meaning of the evangelist, the two phrases, “to the 
church” and “at the same time” were made to change places. 
This accounts for the order in which these words stand in 
Codex D, with the preposition ev, “in,” between the two. But 
some critic or copyist, afterwards finding that in verse 41 there 
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is no church spoken of, to which the additions were made, or 
in which the work was going on, and considering that the 
reading here ought in this respect to correspond with that, 
omitted “to the church,” or “in the church,” as superfluous 
or unmeaning. Hence the reading adopted by the Revisers. 
The true reading, however, has been preserved in documents, 
which, though mainly of later date than some of the others, 
contain what is evidently an older text, and the genuine text. 
The phrase éxi ré aird, seemingly out of place here, if not 
essential to a full expression of the writer’s meaning in the 
next verse, is in perfect accord with the statement there made, 
and its emphatic position at the head of the sentence indicates 
its importance there as directing special attention to the fact 
that the apostles went together and worked together, two and 
two, as the Saviour had taught them to do. 


ili. 6. 


Rec. T. %yerpat kal mepimdrer, — rise up and walk. 
Rey. T. mepumarer. — walk. . 


The Revisers’ Text, omitting the two words “arise and,” is 
in accordance with &, B, D, and the Thebaic Version. The 
other represents the reading found in A, C, E, G, P, all the 
cursives, one manuscript (Hort’s 4) of the Old Latin, the Vul- 
gate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, the 
Armenian, the. Ethiopic, Irenzeus, Origen, Eusebius, Basil the 
Great, Basil of Seleucia, Chrysostom, Severianus, Theodoret, 
Eutherius of Tyana, Cyprian, Lucifer, Epiphanius, Didymus, and 
others. The words “arise and” are rejected on the testimony 
of four witnesses elsewhere found united in presenting false 
readings, —it being inferred that the words were introduced 
from Matt. ix. 5, or Mark ii. 9, or Luke v. 23, or John v. 8. 
But, as the man was a cripple, in a sitting posture (verse 10), 
nothing was more natural than that Peter should say to him, 
“ Arise and walk,” especially as Peter at the same time took 
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him by the hand, and helped him up. On the other hand, 
nothing could well be more unnatural than to say to one who was 
reclining, as this man probably was, “In the name of Jesus 
Christ of Nazareth, walk.” The man was of in a position to 
walk. It is far easier to believe that for some unknown reason 
the words translated “rise up and” were omitted than that 
they were not written there by Luke, especially when we see 
the array of witnesses in their support (some of which extend 
centuries farther back than the oldest known witnesses to the 
contrary), and are expressly told by the writer of the narrative 
that Peter, after telling him to rise, “took him by the hand, 
and raised him up.” 


iv. x. 


The reading “chief priests,” to which the marginal note 
refers as found in some ancient documents in place of “ priests,” 
is attested by B, C, the cursive 4, the Armenian and Ethiopic 
Versions. There is no probability of its being the correct read- 
ing, though Westcott and Hort, in accordance with their 
principles, admit it as such into their text. The priests referred 
to were those Levites then on duty in the temple as guards, 
whose business it was to preserve order under the command of 
“the captain of the temple,” who was also a priest. The chief 
priests had nothing to do with this part of the temple service, 
and probably were not present at the time the affair spoken of 
occurred. The word “chief-priests” seems to have been 
ignorantly introduced from verse 6 or 23, to give the appear- 
ance of greater authority to the transaction. The reading of 
the text is abundantly supported by &¥, A, D, E, P, 61, and the 
rest of the cursives, three copies (d, ¢, and Hort’s h) of the 
Old Latin, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, 


and the two Egyptian Versions, as well as Lucifer and Chrys- 
ostom. 
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iv. 25. 


Rec. T. 6 8a ordparos AaBlS rod matSds cov eldv, — Who by the 
mouth of thy servant David hast said. 

Rev. T. 6 Tod warpds hpav Sd TIvedparos “Aylov ordparos Aafts 
ara.Sés wou elrav, — who by the Holy Ghost, 4y the mouth of our father 
David thy servant, didst say. 


In a marginal note, the reader is told that “ the Greek text 
in this clause is somewhat uncertain.” ‘The revised reading, 
while felt to be incorrect, was adopted apparently in sheer des- 
peration, simply because of what was considered its superior 
attestation. It is the reading of §X, A, B, E, a few cursives, 
and Athanasius. (C is defective.) But it is certainly “a conflate 
reading,” as Dr. Hort would call it ; made by combining one 
or more other readings with the original. The received read- 
ing, though attested only by P, the cursives generally, and by 
Chrysostom and Theophylact, is apparently the original reading. 
That it is what Luke wrote, we have no doubt. But some 
very early reader, having in mind Acts i. 16 and ii. 29 (or 
Mark xii. 36 and xi. 10), wrote in the margin of his copy, as 
explanatory notes, the words du mveipatos ayiov, “ by the Holy 
Spirit,” and rod rarpos pyar, “ our father’ ; and some one else, 
into whose hands this copy passed, afterwards embodied these 
notes in a certain way in the text, while others in their copies 
embodied them in other ways. This accounts for the different 
and variously arranged readings that appear in the old manu- 
scripts and other documents, some of which we append: Codex 
D reads, “who by (ds dd) the Holy Spirit, speaking by (AadAnoas 
8d) the mouth of David thy servant, hast said.” Didymus, 
like Codex D, omits “ our father,” and reads “who by the Holy 
Spirit avd the mouth of David thy servant didst say.” With 
this, the Peshito Syriac and Memphitic Versions closely corre- 
spond: “Who hast said by the Holy Spirit 2 the mouth of 
David thy servant.” The Vulgate gives the full reading: “ Who, 
by the Holy Spirit ¢hrough the mouth of our father David thy 
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servant, hast said.” So, too, with variations greater or less, 
read the Thebaic, the Ethiopic, the Philoxenian Syriac, the 
Armenian Version, as well as Irenzeus, Lucifer, and the author 
of De Vocatione Gentium. Hilary and Augustine, while re- 
taining “ our father,” omit “by the Holy Spirit.” The fact that 
there are so many variations —- omissions, additions, and trans- 
positions — in the longer reading adopted by the Revisers is in 
itself ground of reasonable suspicion. This is admitted on all 
hands. That this is the true explanation of the origin of this 
aggregated reading, there can be no question. ‘That Luke 
himself wrote this clause as it stands in the Revised Text, is 
incredible. And to adopt it as if it came from his pen is an 
act of flagrant injustice to him, as well as a wrong to his readers. 
We must not forget that the old copyists of the New Testament 
writings were very far from being infallible. 


v. 16. 


Rec. T. cuvijpxero 8 kal rd wARO0s TOY mépré rédcwv els ‘Iepovrad hp, 
— There came also a multitude ou? of the cities round about unto 
Jerusalem. 


Rev. T. cuvipxero 8 kal rd TAGs TOV aépiE Tédewv ‘Tepovrad yp, 
— And there also came together the multitude from the cities round about 
Jerusalem: 


The preposition “unto” is retained by D, E, P, nearly all 
the cursives, the Demidovian codex of the Vulgate, the Arme- 
nian Version, and Chrysostom. It is omitted by N, A, B, 103, 
575, some copies of the Vulgate, the Ethiopic, the two Syriac 
and two Egyptian Versions, and Lucifer. The arrangement of 
the words rév mrépé addcwy forbids the taking of wépé as a 
preposition governing ‘Tepovoadyp. It can be legitimately con- 
strued only as an adverb used adjectively, and meaning, “the 
surrounding cities.” This necessitates the use of eis, OF Some 
other preposition before ‘IepovooAjp, making the whole clause 
read, “And the populace also of the surrounding cities (or, 
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of the cities around) came together w/o Jerusalem.” The 
omission of es was the natural result of losing sight of the true 
construction, and considering wé¢pé a preposition, as the Re- 
visers have done. If Luke’s meaning had been “ of (or from) 
the cities round about Jerusalem,” he would doubtless have 
written tOv wéAewy répté ‘IepovoaArp ; but, if he wrote rv wépig 
modewv ‘Iepovoadyp, his only meaning could be, “of the sur- 
rounding cities of Jerusalem.” But this is a transparently false 
reading. 


v. 28. 


Rec. T. O8 wapayyeAla wapyyye(Aapev tpiv— Did not we straitly 
command you? : 
Rev. T. TlapayyeAig wapnyyetAapev Spiv— We straitly charged you. 


The received reading here is supported by & as corrected 
by its earlier seventh-century emendator, the Greek text of 
Codex D, E, P, all the cursives, both Syriac Versions, the The- 
paic, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, Athanasius and Cyril each in 
one place, Basil the Great, Theodoret, and Chrysostom twice. 
The revised reading is that of $§ first hand, A, B, the Latin Version 
of Codex D, the Vulgate, the Memphitic, Athanasius and Cyril 
each in another place, and Lucifer. After “ asked” in verse 
27, one naturally looks for a question. Hence, certain critics 
say, o8 was inserted, and the’ sentence transformed into a 
question: “ Did we not straitly charge you?” But, really, ob 
was more probably stricken out than inserted. And it was on 
this wise; An early reader, remembering that the apostles 
were positively charged (iv. 18), on the preceding day, not to 
teach in the name of Jesus, considered it absurd that this clause 
should read interrogatively, and holding that the last clause of 
the verse is the proper place for the question, struck out the 
od, making the verse read, “We straitly charged you not to 
teach in this name; and lo! ye have filled Jerusalem with 
your teaching ; and do ye intend to bring upon us this man’s 
blood?” After which, the narrative goes on naturally, “ And 
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Peter and the apostles answering, said,” etc. But to leave 
the verse, as the Revisers do, without any question in it, is 
probably more than the early corrector of the text intended. 
Yet to transfer the question to the end of the verse is unnatural, 
and inconsistent with the language of the record itself; for 
verse 29 shows that the apostles’ answer was not to the last 
but to the first clause of verse 28. The received reading 
undoubtedly presents the original text, as the documentary 
testimony warrants us in believing. It is the stronger way of 
putting the statement, and just the way in which it was likely 
to be put, considering the circumstances in which the parties 
were placed. 


Vv. 33- 


Rec. T. éBovAedovro — took counsel. 
Rev. T. éBotvAovro— were minded. 


The common reading is supported by §&%, D, H, P, most of 
the cursives, the Latin Version of E, the Vulgate, the two 
Syriac Versions, and Lucifer. The other is that of A, B, E, 
about fifteen cursives, the two Egyptian, the Armenian and 
Ethiopic Versions, and Chrysostom twice. But the writing of 
€BovdAovro for €Bovdevovro was an error of frequent occurrence 
among ancient scribes; and this error seems to have been 
committed here. Not only is the Revisers’ a feebler word 
than the other, but it fails to meet the apparent requirements 
of the context. "EBovAcvovro, on the other hand, expresses all 
that €BovAovro does; and, by informing the reader that the 
Jews “proceeded to take counsel” (which is the import of 
the imperfect here), it also prepares him for the statement of the 
next verse: “There stood up one in the council,” or San- 
hedrim, etc. The context shows that they not only wished or 
were minded to slay the apostles, but proceeded at once to 
take measures to execute, if possible, their wish. This calls 
for €BovAevovto; and there need be no question that this is 
what the author of the Acts wrote. Tischendorf, Alford, and 
others adopt it as the genuine reading. 
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Vv. 39. 


Rec. T. 0d Sivacbe karadioat: avro *— ye cannot overthrow it. 
Rev. T. 0d Suvqcerbe katadioa avrovs*—ye will not be able to 
overthrow them. ; 


The present, dvvacde, of the Received Text is attested by A, 
H, P, most of the cursives, one copy of the Vulgate, the Peshito 
and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, the Ethiopic, and The- 
ophylact in one form of his commentary. The Revisers’ future 
is found in &, B, C, D, E, about thirty-five cursives, a catena, 
the Vulgate, Origen, Chrysostom, and Theophylact in the other 
form of his commentary. It seems to be a part of the false 
reading preserved to us in a few early manuscripts, which, by 
carrying the thought into the future, called for a change from 
the present to the future of this verb: “ Ye will not be able to 
overthrow it [or them], neither ye, nor kings, nor tyrants,” as 
D reads ; or, as it is in E and a Greek manuscript to which the 
Saxon Bede had access, “ Ye will not be able to overthrow it, 
neither ye nor your rulers.” This future, too, is seemingly 
favored by the last word of the preceding verse, — “it will be 
overthrown.” This would naturally lead a person who was 
changing the text to substitute the future for the present here. 
Without the additional expressions found in D, E, etc.) the 
present is the stronger and more probably genuine reading. — 
As to the last word, whether we should read adto OF avrovs, 
there also seems to be a question. The common reading is 
that of C first hand, H, P, nearly all the cursives, the Clemen- 
tine Vulgate, the Demidovian manuscript, the Peshito Syriac, 
the Memphitic and Thebaic Versions, Chrysostom twice, and 
Theophylact in both commentaries. Origen, quoting from 
memory, or paraphrasing, has instead, “the instruction of this 
one.” The revised reading is that of §X, A, B, C second hand, 
D, E, less than fifteen cursives, a catena, two copies of the 
Vulgate, the Philoxenian Syriac, the Armenian, and the Ethi- 
opic. The connection, however, does not favor it. Gamaliel 
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had just said, “ If this counsel or this work be of men, z¢ will be 
overthrown ; but if z¢is of God,’’— referring to the counsel or 
work just mentioned, not to the men under arrest, he necessarily 
went on to say,— ‘‘ye cannot overthrow 77.” Gamaliel could 
scarcely have positively affirmed of the apostles, “Ye cannot 
overthrow ¢hem”: for they could easily have been taken aside 
and put to death. But, of any divine purpose or work, he 
could say, without fear of contradiction, ‘“ ye cannot overthrow 
it.” Besides, the end sought was not the punishment or over- 
throw of the disciples, except as a means to something else. 
That end was the overthrow of the new religion, — which Gama- 
liel seems clearly to have thought might be a divine institution ; 
and it was to this that his words evidently had reference. But 
some early emendator, finding him saying in verse 38, “ Refrain 
from these men, and let them alone,” thought that Gamaliel 
must have referred to the men here. Accordingly, to correct 
the text, as he supposed, he changed airé to atrovs. In view 
of the other spurious readings that are preserved in D, E, and 
other manuscripts in this and the preceding verse, one may be 
prepared to believe that even this strongly attested reading, 
avrovs, which is plainly out of harmony with the context, is also 
spurious. 


vi. 13. 


Rec. T. od mater. phpara Brdodnpa Aakav Kata Tod TOrov Tod 
dylov rodrov. — ceaseth not to speak blasphemous words against this holy 
place. 


Rev. T. od waverar fhpatra Aakav kara K.T.A. — ceaseth not to speak 
words against this holy place. : 


The revised reading may have the stronger external evidence 
in its favor, it being attested by &, A, B, C, D, six cursives, the 
Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, and the two 
Egyptian Versions, while the other is supported by E, H, P, 
all the other cursives, a Latin lectionary of the eleventh century, 
the Armenian and Ethiopic Versions only. But no one of us, 
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in speaking of others, would be likely to say that they “spoke 
words” against us. What else could they speak? We should 
either omit “words,” or else insert some qualifying term, as 
“hard” or “lying” or something similar. No more ought we 
to believe that Luke wrote “He ceaseth not to speak words 
against this holy place.” This is not in accordance with his 
manner of expressing himself. In verse 11, where the same 
utterance is recorded, the speakers are represented as saying, 
“We have heard him speak 4/asphemous words against Moses” 
etc. And so, no doubt, it was recorded here. It is very easy 
to say, however, that the word “ blasphemous ” was introduced 
from verse 11. That it really was thus introduced, there is no 
evidence whatever. On the other hand, it is intrinsically im- 
probable that the expression “ to speak words ” against a person 
or thing proceeded from so careful and finished a writer as 
Luke. Some early transcriber, in all probability, carelessly 
omitted the word, and the error was left uncorrected. But his 
plunder should not be accepted as presenting the original text, 
any more than other blunders, though transcribed into other 
manuscripts, and even translated into a number of other 
tongues. 
vii. 7. 

The old reading here, SovActowon, “ they may be in bondage,” 
is far more strongly supported by the documents than dovAcv- 
covet, “they shall be in bondage.” Yet the latter, which is 
intrinsically the true reading, is very properly adopted by 
Tischendorf, the Revisers, and Westcott and Hort,—X, B, 
and other documents to the contrary notwithstanding. 


vii. 36. 
Rec. T. é&v yq Alyémrov, —in the land of Egypt. 
Rev. T. év ry Alytar@, — in Egypt. 


The former of these readings is supported by the Greek text 
of Codex D, the greater part of the cursives, a corrector of the 
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Latin version ¢ of Codex E, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philox- 
enian Syriac, the Memphitic, Armenian, and Ethiopic Versions, 
and Theophylact ; the latter, by B, C, four cursives, a catena 
or commentary, the Latin version d of Codex D, and the The- 
baic Version, while four other cursives read simply év Atyvmre. 
But probably no one of these is the original reading. Atyumros 
is a word which occurs in the New Testament twenty-five times, 
—in the Acts fifteen times; but never, either in the New 
Testament or in the Septuagint, is it properly accompanied by 
the article. The only instance now occurring to us in which 
the article accompanies it in the Septuagint is in Isa. xix. 18, 
where we read évy r9 Aiyimrw in Van Ess’s edition. But this is 
a misprint or a clerical error for év yq Aiyvrre. It is true, also, 
that in Acts vii. 11 Lachmann, Tregelles, Tischendorf, and 
Westcott and Hort, as well as the Revisers, read 6Anv TH 
Aiyvarov, “all Egypt.” But this, though supported by , A, 
B, C, and 81, is unquestionably a clerical error, which origi- 
nated in writing T for I, or ry for ypv, and Atyurrov for 
Aiyvarov, — the original reading there being 6Anv yqv Aiyvrrov. 
Compare the Septuagint at Gen. xli. 19, 46. I Atyvmros, yjs 
Aiyirrov, and yy Alyirre are all legitimate expressions ; but 
not yjv Aiyvrroy, nor yet tiv Atyvrrov.—In the verse before 
us, the true reading is plainly év y7 Aiy’rrw, as Tischendorf 
reads, following ¥, A, E, H, P, 61, and nearly fifty other cur- 
sives, the first hand of the Latin Version of Codex E, and 
Chrysostom. This, too, is probably the correct reading in Acts 
xill. 17, given by C, D, E, H, L, P, most of the cursives, a 
catena, Chrysostom, and Theophylact, and followed by Tisch- 
endorf, — a form occurring again and again in the Septuagint! 
8, A, B, and less than twenty cursives, however, here (xiii. 17) 


read év yy Aiyixrov,—which is adopted by Lachmann, West- 
cott and Hort, and the Revisers. 





See Gen, xlvii. 11, 27, 28; Ex. xii, 29; xiii. 153 Xvi. 35 °Xxil. 215 
xxill. 9; Lev. xix. 34; Numb. xiv.2; Deut.x. 19; Psa. Ixxvii. (Ixxviii.) 
12; Jer. xliv. 26, 27, 28. 
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viii. 18. 

The ancient documents to which the marginal note refers as 
omitting the word “ Holy” from the clause “the Holy Ghost 
was given,” are §, B, the Thebaic Version, and the Apostolic 
Constitutions. The two words 7d dyov, could not have been 
accidentally lost; nor could their presence, if they were not 
already in the text, have been considered such a necessity as to 
tempt any one to insert them. The expression was apparently 
omitted on account of the occurrence of dytov in the preceding 
as well as the following verse, by which a reader or scribe was 
very easily led to think the retention of the word here unneces- 
sary, and its removal a decided improvement. Its presence as 
a part of the text is attested by all the other uncials (including 
A, C, D, L) and versions, and by all the cursives, besides Basil 
the Great, Chrysostom in two different places, John Damascene, 
and others. 

viii. 37. 

This verse is omitted by the Revisers, with the marginal 
note, “Some ancient authorities insert wholly or in part, verse 
37, And Philip sacd, Tf thou believest with all thy heart, thou 
mayest. And he answered and said, I believe that Jesus Christ 
is the Son of God.” ‘This passage, though quoted by Irenzeus 
in both Greek and Latin, and known to Cyprian, Jerome, 
Augustine and others, is not found in any extant Greek manu- 
script earlier than the seventh century. It is wanting in S, 
& B,C. (D_is defective here), H, L, P, more than eighty 
cursives, some copies of the Old Latin, the Peshito Syriac, and 
the text of the Philoxenian Syriac, the two Egyptian Versions, 
and the Ethiopic, and in Chrysostom’s and Theophylact’s notices 
of the context. Besides this, the documents that have the 
verse differ considerably in their readings, —a circumstance 
that always awakens a suspicion of spuriousness. Though 
perfectly in harmony with the context, it seems as if it can 
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hardly be accepted as genuine. And yet, if it is an interpolation, 
it is as old as the second century at least. We should be slow 
to pronounce it positively spurious. 


ix. 25. 


Rec. T. AaPdvres SE adrov of pabyral —Then the disciples took him. 
Rev. T. AaPdvres SE of pabyral adrod — but his disciples took him. 


The received reading here is supported by E, H, L, P, nearly 
all the cursives, a catena, the Clementine Vulgate, the Peshito 
and Philoxenian Syriac Versions, the two Egyptian Versions, 
the Armenian, the Ethiopic, and Chrysostom. The revised is 
the reading of &%, A, B, C, F*, 61 first hand, four manuscripts 
of the Latin Version, and Origen. But this, in all probability, 
is a false reading. As Bede says, Paul could not as yet be said 
to have made disciples ; and, if he had, they would not be his, 
but Christ’s; nor can Luke be supposed to have spoken of 
them as Paul’s disciples. Nor, on the other hand, can the 
word “his” here by any law of speech be referred to Christ. 
It is simply a copyist’s blunder in writing AYTOY, “his,” for 
AYTON, “him,” the object of the participle AaBovres. The fact 
that this form appears in a few of the earliest extant manu- 
scripts, a few copies of one version, and a single passage in 
Origen, instead of proving its genuineness, only confirms the 
view that it is an erroneous reading, which, on that very 
account, met with but limited acceptance. The disciples referred 
to were obviously those at Damascus. 


x. 3. 
Rec. T. dol dpav évvarnv — about the ninth hour. 


Rev. T. deel rept dpav évvarnv — as it were about the ninth hour. 


The Received Text is the reading of L, P, most of the cur- 
sives, the Vulgate, the Thebaic, the Armenian, and the Ethiopic 
Version. The Revised is that of %, A, B, C (D is defective 
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here), E, twenty-five cursives, a catena, the Peshito and Phi- 
loxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, Irenzeus, and John Damascene. 
The word «ced, Luke uses at least fifteen times ; in ten of which 
he uses it in connection with numerals, and once with words 
denoting a measure of space. In each of these eleven instances 
(z.e. of uses with numerals), unless this is an exception, he 
employs the word in the sense of “about,” or “nearly.” If 
the Revisers’ reading here is correct, he uses it in the sense 
of “as it were,’ — denoting a sort of resemblance to some- 
thing else, or an implied denial of just what is otherwise said 
in connection with the word. Thus, we read, in ii. 3, of 
“cloven tongues resembling fire”; and in ix. 18, that “ there 
fell from his eyes something Ze scales”; and again, in Luke 
xxii. 44, that “his sweat became as 7? were great drops of 
blood.” But why should Luke have said “as it were about 
the ninth hour”? Did he mean to say that the vision did not 
really occur about the ninth hour? No one among ws surely 
would be expected to say, “ You may look for me to-morrow, 
as it were about noon.” The word “about” covers the entire 
ground, That certainly is Luke’s wsus loquendi elsewhere. If, 
however, we will only allow for a moment that ancient manu- 
scripts are not necessarily infallible, but may even be united in 
error, as every textual critic knows they are again and again, 
the difficulty is not far to be sought. Some early reader, like 
some modern ones, had a notion of his own about Luke’s 
meaning ; but, finding that Luke’s words here were not suffi- 
cient to support him in his interpretation, he went to verse 9, 
and imported thence the preposition mept, “about.” This 
enabled him to give to the clause the meaning he thought he 
had found in it, or, more properly speaking, thought he had 
ensured to it, but which the Revisers have ignored ; namely, 
“ He saw in a vision, as it were openly (distinctly, with the naked 
eye), about the ninth hour,” etc. The only thing that seems 
to have stood in the way of making his meaning obvious to 
others was the position of the words. But while the reading 
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was accepted’ by some, and possibly in the sense in which it 
was thus meant, others, who probably had earlier exemplars to 
follow, have transmitted to us the genuine text as generally 
received. If Luke had used the word wed in the sense of “as 
it were,” he would assuredly have inserted it before gavepds, 
not after it. That he meant to say, “as it were about the ninth 
hour,” is really too much for even the most credulous reader to 
believe. 


x. Il. 


' Rec. T. tréccapoiw dpxais SeSenevov, kal Kaiepevov—knit at the 
four corners, and let down. 
Rev. T. tréccapow apxais kabiepevov — let down by four corners. 


The fuller reading is that of C first hand, L, P, 61, and nearly 
all the other cursives, a catena, the Latin Version ¢ of Codex D 
(which is defective here), the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, 
the Memphitic and Thebaic Versions, Clement of Alexandria, 
the Apostolic Constitutions, Chrysostom, and Theophylact. The 
shorter reading is that of 8, A, B, C second hand, E, four 
cursives, the Vulgate, the Ethiopic, Origen in four different 
places, —though he may have quoted from memory, and as 
much from chapter xi. 5 as from this verse, — Cyril, and Theod- 
oret. But this reading, found in the three oldest extant Greek 
manuscripts, is probably the result of a comparison with xi. 5, 
and a desire to make it correspond with that. It is impossible 
to account for the presence, in this connection, of the omitted 
words, if they are not genuine, especially as there is nothing 
like them in the account given in the next chapter. 


X. 24, 


The reading “he entered,” referred to in the marginal note, 
and adopted by Westcott and Hort, instead of “ they entered,” 
is that of B, D, 61, and two other cursives, the Vulgate, the 
text of the Philoxenian Syriac, the Ethiopic, and Theophylact, 
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The common reading, “they entered,” is attested by &, A, C, 
E, H, L, P, nearly all the cursives, the Peshito Syriac, the mar- 
gin of the Philoxenian Syriac, the two Egyptian Versions, the 
Armenian, and Chrysostom. If Luke’s thoughts at the time 
were taken up with Peter, as the chief one of whom he was 
speaking, he may have written “he entered.” But the proba- 
bility is against this ; for his having just made mention of others 
in company with Peter makes it exceedingly probable that 
he wrote “they entered,” — especially as he immediately fol- 
lows it with the remark that “Cornelius was waiting for shem.” 
The error, whether in writing the singular for the plural or the 
converse, might very easily have been effected through want of 
due care on the part of a scribe in mistaking an O for an €, or 
vice versa, leading him to write the singular for the plural, or 
the contrary. 


X. 30. 

Rec. T. "Amd rerdptns hpépas péexpt TavtTys THs Spas Tunv vyrredov, 
kal Thy évvarny wpav mpocevxopevos — Four days ago, I was fasting until 
this hour, and at the ninth hour I prayed. 

Rev. T. ’Awé terdptys hpepas péexpt Tattys THs Opas Hany Thy évvd- 
THY mpooevxopevos — Four days ago, until this hour, I was keeping the 
ninth hour of prayer. 


The Received Text here is supported by A second hand, D, 
E, H, L, P, nearly all the cursives, the Peshito and Philoxenian 
Syriac Versions, the Thebaic, and Chrysostom. The revised 
reading is that of $§, A first hand, B, C, 61, and three other 
cursives, the Vulgate, the Memphitic, the Armenian, and the 
Ethiopic. The mention of fasting here, as well as of praying, 
is an important circumstance, intended to show how Cornelius 
had been engaged. Some suppose that its omission may be 
explained by the fact that no fasting is spoken of in verse 3. 
This is possible. But it seems due rather to a misunderstand- 
ing of the preceding words, which some early reader probably 
took to mean, that on the fourth day previous, only from early 
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morning until about three o’clock, Cornelius had been without 
eating. This was thought to render vyorevor, “ fasting,” un- 
meaning. Hence its omission as well as that of the following 
conjunction, leaving the remaining words to indicate that Peter, 
who set out in the morning, did not reach Cornelius’ house till 
some time after three o’clock the next day: “I was keeping 
the ninth hour of prayer,” said Cornelius ; z.c. | was observing 
the three o’clock prayer service “ until this hour,’”? — which, of 
course, makes it some time after three. But Cornelius’ men, 
who started after three p.m. for Joppa four days before, were at 
Peter’s door within twenty-four hours. The reading, however, 
is somewhat disjointed, as the Revised Version shows. But 
restore the omitted words, and all becomes coherent and clear : 
“ Four days ago, I was engaged in fasting [He may have degun 
to fast the previous day ; but on that day he says, I was fasting | 
until this hour, when [in addition to fasting] I was observing 
the ninth hour of prayer in my house; and lo!” etc. This 
makes Peter and his companions only a little longer on the way 
to Cornelius than the others had been in going to Joppa. 


Xi, 12; 


Rec. T. pnSéev Staxpuvopevov * — nothing doubting. 
Rev. T.  pmSév Staxptvavra*— making no distinction. 


The former reading is supported by H, L, P, most of the 
cursives, the Peshito Syriac, the Memphitic, the Thebaic, the 
Ethiopic, Chrysostom, and Epiphanius. The latter is the read- 
ing of the earlier seventh-century corrector of %, A, B, 61, 
and five other cursives ; while, instead of this, & first hand, E, 
and four or five cursives have the present participle Suaxpévovra. 
D and the Philoxenian Syriac Version omit the words. The 
variation in reading between A, B and §N, E naturally awakens 
suspicion respecting the active participle. In x. 20, Luke 
reports the Spirit as having said to Peter, “Go with them, 
nothing doubting.” But here, if the Revisers’ reading is correct, 
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Peter is reported as saying, that the Spirit bade him “ go with 
them, making no distinction.” ‘This certainly is a distinction 
with a decided difference, not to say an incompatibility of 
meaning. If the Spirit’s bidding to Peter was as recorded in 
X. 20, it cannot be what the Revisers’ text here says it was. 
This text, however, misrepresents Luke. It is language which 
some early reader thought to be more appropriate for Peter to 
employ under the circumstances than the Spirit’s bidding. To 
him it appeared unsuitable for Peter to defend his course by 
saying that he was told to go unhesitatingly. It was better to 
say, that he was bidden to go without making any distinction 
between Jews and Gentiles, —an idea which he readily gathered 
from the context. 


xi. 21. 


Rec. T. rodts re dpibpds miorevoas éréorpehev — and a great number 
believed, and turned. 

Rev. T. odds te apiOpds 6 moreioas éréorpepev— and a great 
number that believed turned. 


The received reading is supported by D, E, H, L, P, nearly 
all the cursives, the Peshito Syriac Version, and Chrysostom. 
The other is the reading of &%, A, B, 36, 61, 180, and a catena. 
The presence of the article makes the words mean that a great 
number who became believers on this occasion turned to the 
Lord. But this is not all. It implies either that some who 
believed did not turn to the Lord, or else that some who turned 
to the Lord did not believe. That is to say, the presence of 
the article, to be of any significance, requires us to understand 
the clause as meaning either that a great number, but not all, 
that believed, turned to the Lord ; or else that a great number 
that believed, to say nothing of others who did not believe, 
turned to the Lord. Compare the sentence, “ Very many who 
saw him were convinced of the truth of the report.” This 
does not mean that all who saw him were convinced, or that 
none but those who saw him were convinced ; but that of those 
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who saw many were convinced. So the revised reading can 
only mean that of those who believed or became believers on 
this occasion, a great number turned to the Lord. To make 
the sentence read as Luke must have written it, the article should 
be rejected: “A great number having believed turned to the 
Lord” ; or, as the A. V. has it, “ A great number believed, and 
(as the immediate consequence) turned to the Lord.” 


xi, 22. 


Rec. T. éfaméoredav BapvaBav Sted Oetv tws “Avrioxelas *— they sent 
forth Barnabas that he should go as far as Antioch. 

Rev. T. éfamréoretkav BapvaBav tws “Avrioxetas*—they sent forth 
Barnabas as far as Antioch. 


The common reading is that of D, E, H, L, P, most of the 
cursives, a catena, the Thebaic and Philoxenian Syriac Versions, 
and Chrysostom. The other is supported by , A, B, 61, the 
Vulgate, the Peshito Syriac, the Memphitic, the Armenian, and 
the Ethiopic. But evidently dueAdcivy was early omitted as 
superfluous. If Luke had not written it, there would have 
been no temptation for any one else to insert it; for there is 
nothing objectionable in the reading, “They sent Barnabas 
forth to Antioch,” — éws in the sense of “to” or “ unto” being 
a common use of the word with Luke. See Luke iv. 42, xi. 
bas Acts 1, 8, vill. TO, ix.3S, Xl 4 7, etc, 


xi. 23. 


“Some ancient authorities,” says the marginal note, — that 
is, the Vatican Codex, the eleventh-century cursive 40, and the 
two Egyptian Versions, — read, “that they would cleave unto 
the purpose of their heart in the Lord.’ But the word éy 
seems to have been inserted simply for the sake of definitely 
fixing the supposed meaning. The rendering “to cleave to,” 
or “adhere to,” or “abide by,” shows the true meaning here 
of the verb zpocuevey. In a local sense, denoting continuance 
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in a place, the verb would very naturally be accompanied by ev, 
“in,” as in 1-Tim. i. 3. But here, as in Matt. xv. 32, and 
in Mark viii. 2, or in r Tim. v. 5, the preposition is wholly 
uncalled for, and is, no doubt, spurious. 


xii. 5. 


“Rec. T. tmpowevxy S& Rv extevns ywwonévn — but prayer was made 


without ceasing. [In the margin, these words are more properly rendered, 
“ but instant and earnest prayer was made.’’] 

Rev. T. mpocevxh 5 Av éxrevds yevonévn —but prayer was made 
earnestly. 


The Received Text follows the reading of A second hand, 
E, H, L, P, 61, and nearly all the other cursives, a catena, 
Basil the Great, Chrysostom, and Severianus. The Revised 
adopts that of §¥, B, and what seems to be the original reading 
of A, three cursives, the Latin Version e, the Vulgate, and 
Lucifer. But these Latin “authorities,” as well as D, which 
reads éy éxreveia, take the word in the sense of incessantly, or 
without ceasing, as our A. V. does in the text, which is inad- 
missible. Luke’s word is not the adverb, but the adjective. 
He is speaking of the character of the prayer that was going 
up on Peter’s behalf, — earnest, intent, as with feelings drawn 
out to the utmost on his behalf, — not of the manner of offer- 
ing it, or of the frequency of it. 


xii. 25. 


The “many ancient authorities” to which the note refers as 
reading “returned ¢o Jerusalem” instead of “returned from 
Jerusalem,” are §X, B, H, L, P, 6r, and about thirty-five other 
cursives, the margin of the Philoxenian Syriac, the Roman 
Ethiopic, the Arabic of the Paris Polyglot, some manuscripts 
of Chrysostom, and Theophylact. A few cursives read ‘ re- 
turned ¢o Antioch,” instead. The text is supported by A (C 
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is defective here), a number of cursives, the Peshito Syriac 
Version, as well as the text of the Philoxenian, the two Egyptian 
Versions, the Armenian, Platt’s Ethiopic, and some of the 
manuscripts of Chrysostom; while D, E, nearly twenty cur- 
sives, a catena, the Vulgate, and one manuscript of Chrysostom, 
read dro, “ from,” instead of ég, “ from.” Then again, between 
twenty and thirty of these documents that read “ from” (em- 
bracing some that read é and some that read awd), notably E, 
the Peshito Syriac, the Thebaic, and Erpenius’ Arabic Version, 
read “from Jerusalem to Antioch.” A variety of readings 
surely sufficiently great to please almost any lover of varying 
texts. The marginal reading cannot, from the nature of the 
case, be the true reading; yet the accepted reading, which 
the context plainly calls for, lacks the strong support of nearly 
all the uncials, — a comparatively rare occurrence respecting a 
genuine reading. Westcott and Hort conjecture “that the 
original order was ryv «is ‘IepovoaAjp tAnpdcartes Staxoviay,” — 
adding that “the article is more liable than other words to 
careless transposition.”! But this collocation, besides being 
without a shadow of support, makes such Greek as Luke could 
not have written. It embraces between the article and its 
noun the word zAnpecarres, So making it an adjunct and modifier 
of that noun instead of its governing word. In order to express © 
their idea of the possible original meaning, the order would need 
to be either rAnpwoavres tHv eis TepovoaAjp Siaxoviay, Or tAypw- 
caves THv Siaxoviay eis ‘Tepovoadyp, 7.¢. “ having fulfilled their 
ministry to Jerusalem.” But either of these transpositions, 
with nothing whatever to support it, is too violent a wresting 
of the writer’s language to find acceptance in any quarter. That 
eis early and easily crept into the text, in place of eg, need not 
be doubted. In xi. 29, 30, we read that the disciples at Antioch 
sent relief to “ the brethren that dwelt zz Judea” by the hands 
of Barnabas and Saul. Then follows an episode, relating what 
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happened “about that time,” possibly before Barnabas and 
Saul left Antioch, —this digression occupying all but the last 
two verses of chapter xii. At verse 24 of that chapter, Luke 
resumes his narrative respecting affairs at Antioch, — not very 
many days having elapsed between the events of xi. 30 and 
those of xii. 24, 25. But some early reader seems to have 
perused this portion of the Acts under several false impressions. 
In the first place, he must have taken the words, “ the brethren 
residing in Judea” (xi. 29) to mean the brethren that were 
dwelling in various parts of Judea, instead of simply the brethren 
in Jerusalem. Then he seems to have regarded the circum- 
stances narrated in xii. 1-19 as necessarily occurring after 
Barnabas and Saul had left Antioch. He may also have con- 
sidered the statements in verses 20-23 as made concerning 
Herod while he was yet in Jerusalem, instead of while spending 
his last days at Cesarea. Under some or all of these impres- 
sions, he would naturally have supposed that Barnabas and Saul, 
very soon after arriving in Jerusalem from Antioch, left the city 
and spent the time in passing up and down through Judea 
visiting the brethren, till after the death of Herod, when they 
“returned /o Jerusalem,” having fulfilled their ministry 27 Judea, 
to aid them in which they had taken Mark along with them. 
This will account at once for the introduction of eis in place of 
éé, —the latter having been naturally considered an erroneous 
reading. Hence, too, the appearance of eis in so many of the 
uncials. Instead of going through Judea, however, Barnabas 
and Saul went directly from Antioch to Jerusalem, “ fulfilled 
their ministry,” that is, turned over to the brethren there the 
funds they had brought for their relief, and very soon after 
returned to Antioch, or, as the text has it, “returned from 
Jerusalem,” taking Mark along with them. 


xiii. 18. 


Here, instead of the reading of the text, érporopdpycer, “he 
suffered their manners,” the margins of both the Authorized and 
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the Revised New Testament give érpopodédpycer, “he nourished 
them with fatherly care.” This, which is regarded as the true 
reading by the American Revisers, is attested by A, C first 
hand, E, eight or ten cursives, the Latin Version of Codex D 
(which is rather significant, being opposed not only to its own 
Greek but to the Latin Versions generally), the Peshito and 
Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, the Thebaic, the Armenian, 
both Ethiopic Versions, and Erpenius’ Arabic ; to which may 
be added the testimony of the Apostolic Constitutions, Cyril of 
Alexandria, and the Septuagint Version of 2 Maccab. vil. 27. The 
common reading is that of &, B, C second hand, Dy H).L, P; 
61, and the great majority of the cursives, the catenas, the 
Vulgate, the margin of the Philoxenian Syriac, Origen, and 
possibly Chrysostom and Theophylact. The marginal reading 
has not the strong attestation of Greek manuscripts which the 
other has, though it is well supported by the Versions. But it 
certainly harmonizes better with the context, which refers, not 
so much to God’s forbearance with his ancient people, as to 
his interpositions on their behalf, and his repeated favors and 
gifts to them. It was more appropriate to the occasion, too, 
than the reading of the text would have been. “It would 
hardly have suited the apostle’s purpose,” in addressing a 
Jewish audience whom he desired to please, “to have inter- 
posed, by way of parenthesis in the midst of his details of 
benefits received, the unwelcome suggestion of their obstinate 
ingratitude and of God’s long forbearance.” Hence, modern 
editors generally give the marginal reading the preference. It 
is the reading of Deut. i. 31, as given by A, B first hand, and 
most other manuscripts of the Septuagint, — the reading which 
was accepted in the apostolic age, and has been ever since, 
and which the Anglo-American Revisers of 1885 have there 
given to the Hebrew verb, as did their predecessors of 1611. 
There are, in fact, strong reasons for believing that it is the 
original reading. Origen translated the Hebrew verb in Deut. 
i. 31 by érporopdpyoer, “ he put up with their conduct,” because 
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the apparent comparison of God to a nurse seemed to him 
unsuitable, and was rather repulsive than otherwise ; and for 
the same reason that reading, which appeared very plausible, 
was adopted by others. Hence, doubtless, its appearance in 
most of the uncials and cursives here. 


Xlii. 19, 20. 


Rec. T. KarexAnpodétncev adrots thy yivairav. Kal pera raira, 
ds treot Terpakoclots kal mevTqKovTa, ESwKe kpiTds — he divided to them 
their land by lot. And after that he gave unto them judges about the 
space of four hundred and fifty years. 

Rev. T. KarexAnpovopyoce thy yiv avtav, as Ereot TerpaKoclors kal 
wevTykovTa* Kal pera Tatra ESwxe kpirds—he gave ¢hem their land for 
an inheritance, for about four hundred and fifty years: and after these 
things he gave chem judges. 


The change from xarexAnpoddrycey to karexdypovdunce is as it 
should be: the former is a later and feebly attested reading. 
But the omission of atrozs is one the propriety of which may be 
questioned. As for the rest of the passage, the reading of the 
Received Text is supported by D, E, H, L, P, nearly all the 
cursives, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, Erpenius’ Arabic, 
and the two Ethiopic Versions; D, however, as well as the 
Peshito Syriac, Erpenius’ Arabic, and the Roman Ethiopic 
omit the phrase, “after these things.” The revised reading is 
that of &, A, B, C, 61, and six other cursives, the catenas, the 
Vulgate, the Memphitic, the Armenian, and the Thebaic Ver- 
sion, which also omits “after these things.” Tischendorf says 
that the united authority of the four oldest manuscripts should 
not be abandoned except for most weighty and sufficiently evi- 
dent reasons. Yet, in verse 33, he abandons it, as do Lach- 
mann and Tregelles, to read, in accordance with D, Origen, 
Hilary, and others, “the first psalm” instead of “the second 
psalm.” Of course, the united testimony of the oldest manu- 
scripts is not to be lightly set aside. At the same time, there 
is such a thing as being slavishly bound to it, and following it 
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as if it were infallible. ‘The textual critic must seek to avoid 
both extremes. In the passage before us, according to the 
Revised Text, the apostle says, apparently, that God gave the 
Israelites the land of Canaan to be their inheritance for only 
about four hundred and fifty years. But this, plainly enough, 
is not the apostle’s meaning. Humphry, while not venturing 
an explanation of the meaning of the Revised Text here, simply 
says that, by the transposition of phrases which the Revisers 
have made, “the discrepancy is avoided, which the common 
text presents, between the statement of S. Paul and the received 
chronology of the Old ‘Testament as to the interval from the 
exodus to the time of Samuel the prophet.” ? Without attempt- 
ing any explanation of our own concerning this “ discrepancy,” 
which plainly enough led to the monstrous reading adopted by 
the Revisers, we prefer to quote the comment of Dr. Hackett 
on the passage: “ This number is the sum of the years assigned 
in the Old Testament to the administration of the judges . . . 
added to the sum of the years during which the nation was sub- 
ject to foreign oppressors. Hence it would be very natural for 
the Jews to speak of four hundred and fifty years as the proxi- 
mate number of years during which the judges ruled. But 
whether the computation arose in that way, or in some other, 
it was certainly in use among the Jews; for Josephus (Antigui- 
wes VIII. ii. 1) gives the time from the departure out of Egypt 
till the building of the temple as five hundred and ninety-two 
years. If we deduct from that the forty years in the wilderness, 
twenty-five for the administration of Joshua (Antiquities V. i. 
29,— not stated in the Old Testament), forty for Saul’s reign, 
forty for David’s, and four under Solomon (1 Kings vi. 1), we 
have for the period of the judges four hundred and forty-three 
years, which the apostle could call, in round numbers, about 
Jour hundred and fifty years. It is evident that Paul has fol- 
lowed here a mode of reckoning which was current at that time, 
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and which, being a well-known received chronology, whether 
correct or incorrect in itself considered, was entirely correct for 
his object, which was not to settle a question about dates, but 
to recall to the minds of those whom he addressed, a particular 
portion of the Jewish history.”* The revised reading is the 
result of an attempt to obviate a difficulty which thus appears 
to have no real existence. Compare Meyer, who, in his note 
on this verse, agrees with Hackett. 


xiii. 25. 
Rec. T. Thva pe trrovoetre efvar; odk elpt éy *— Whom think ye that 
Iam? Iam not ze. 
Rev. T. Th ep brovoeire elvar; od« elpt éyo*— What suppose ye 
that lam? Iam not 4e. 


The former of these readings is according to C, D, BH, i; 
P, nearly all the cursives, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Phi- 
loxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, the Armenian, and Chrysostom. 
The latter follows &, A, B, 61, the Thebaic, and the Ethiopic 
Version. The original reading, probably, was riva pe, and the 
form of the sentence interrogative. But, on account of the 
ellipsis of airds in the clause following the question, the words 
were early and somewhat widely misunderstood, and the two 
clauses taken declaratively as forming one sentence: Tam 
not the one whom ye suppose me to be.” But, as the con- 
struction appeared somewhat harsh, riva not being a relative, 
and yet equivalent to év or évrwa, “the one whom,” 
seems to have been considered a transcriptional error for ri éué, 
to which it was accordingly changed, — r/ being less harsh, and 
rendering the sentence more plainly declarative, as Tischendorf 
makes it, and as others still insist it should be: “ What ye 
suppose me to be, I am not’; or, “I am not what ye suppose 
me to be.” If this had been the original reading, it seems 
hardly probable that it would ever have been changed to the 
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other, which is inherently the harder reading. The other, 
however, is sufficiently attested, and should be retained as the 
true reading, introducing a question: “Whom do ye suppose 
me to be?” 
xiii. 33. 
Rec. T. tairyv 6 Oeds éxremdAnpaxe Tots Téxvors adtav jpiv, — God 
hath fulfilled the same unto us their children. 


Rev. T. ratrnv 6 Ocds exretAfpaxe Tots TéKvois NLGv, — God hath 
fulfilled the same unto our children. 


The first of these readings is found in C as amended by its 
second corrector, E, H, L, P, 61, and nearly every other cur- 
sive, the catenas, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the 
Armenian, Chrysostom, and Theophylact. The revised reading 
is that of &, A, B, C first hand, D, the Vulgate (except one 
manuscript which reads “ your”), both Ethiopic Versions, 
Hilary (sometimes reading “your,” however), Ambrose, and 
Bede. The Memphitic Version reads “unto the children,” and 
the Thebaic, “unto their children.” The eleventh-century 
cursive 76, alone reads, “unto us, the children.” We cannot 
resist the conclusion that the Received as well as the Revised 
Text fails to present to us Luke’s words as he wrote them. 
We go farther: we are convinced that the true reading has 
come down to us in the single cursive 76, which reads rots 
tékvois Hiv, “ to us the children,” — the words “the children” 
corresponding to “the fathers,” in the preceding verse. But 
the meaning, and consequently the construction, not being 
understood, ijutv was early thought to be a transcriptional error, 
and so became changed to qv. Hence the appearance of 
this form in the five oldest uncials and in Jerome’s Latin Ver- 
sion. Others, however, who saw that juiv was in apposition 
with réxvois, in order to render the text clear to others, inserted 
avrév between the two words. Hence the received reading, 
which is that of the cursives generally. The translators of the 
two Egyptian Versions dropped jyiv ; the one writing “ the chil- 
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dren,” and the other, “their children.” Westcott and Hort 
admit that the “ text [7.¢. the Revised Text] which alone has 
any adequate authority . . . gives only an improbable sense. 
It can hardly be doubted that quay is a primitive corruption of 
Huiv, —Tovs marépas and rots réxvors being alike absolute. The 
suggestion is due to Bornemann, who cites x. 41 in illustra- 
tion.”! There certainly is something exceedingly incongruous 
in Paul’s being represented as saying that God had “com- 
pletely fulfilled ” his promise to “our children,” many of whom 
were yet unborn ! — entirely overlooking the parents, whom he 
was addressing and the very ones, apparently, to whom the 
promise was fulfilled. 


XV. 24. 


Rec. T. dvackevdfovres Tas Puxds dpav, A€youres mepirépver Gar kal 
THpetv Tov vopov, ols ov SverretAdpefa *—subverting your souls, saying, 
Ve must be circumcised, and keep the law; to whom we gave no such 
commandment. 

Rev. T. dvackevdfovtes Tas Wuxds tpav, ols od Srerrerddpeba -— 
subverting your souls; to whom we gave no commandment. 

In support of the received reading, we have GW Fle 
P, nearly every cursive, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, 
the Armenian, Platt’s Ethiopic, Chrysostom, and Theophylact. 
The revised reading follows &, A, B, D, 13, 61, the Vulgate, the 
Memphitic, the Thebaic, the Roman Ethiopic, the Apostolic 
Constitutions, and Athanasius. Epiphanius omits the words, 
“ subverting your souls,” as well as the clause that follows ; and 
Origen, in quoting the passage, stops short at the words “ have 
troubled you.” The omitted words are, no doubt, a part of 
the original text. They were probably omitted through over- 
sight, because of the resemblance between SMWN, the last 
syllable before the omission, and véMON, the last syllable of 
the omitted clause. It is very generally supposed, however, 
that they were supplied by some later hand from verse I or 5. 
But, since those verses show that the necessity of circumcision 





1 Select Readings, p. 95. 
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was the very question in reference to which Paul and Barnabas 
were sent to Jerusalem to confer with the brethren there, it is 
by no means probable that those brethren in their reply 
would have said nothing whatever in regard to the matter, 
especially in alluding to what they had heard concerning 
certain ones that had gone to them from Jerusalem. Besides, 
the words ofs od SuvecretAdueba, that immediately follow, show 
clearly that the omitted clause is a part of the original text. If 
these words are properly translated, they will be represented in 
English, not by “ to whom we gave no commandment,”’— which 
comes in rather awkwardly,— but, as in the Peshito Syriac 
Version, by “ things which we have not commanded,” or rather 
“in respect to which things (that is, circumcision and the keep- 
ing of the Mosaic law) we have given no commandment.” The 
dative here denotes shat in reference to which the action is 
done. (Winer, § 31,6.) It is a common New-Testament use 
of the dative, as in Rom. vi. 20, “Ye were free in regard of 
righteousness.” R. V.' If the words which the Revisers have 
omitted had been omitted from the letter to the brethren at 
Antioch, we question whether they would have “rejoiced for 
the consolation” or encouragement afforded them by that let- 
ter, as we are informed (verse 31) they did. On the contrary, 
the letter would probably have proved very unsatisfactory if the 
main subject concerning which they sought information and 
advice had been utterly ignored. 





1 Other instances abound, though the dative is usually translated by “in.” 
Matt. xiii, 14 (R. V.), ‘‘ wn/o them is fulfilled”; (A. V.) “zm them” etc.; 
2c. tn regard to them. Acts vii. 51, “ uncircumcised i” [2.e. as to] heart 
and ears”; xiv. 8, “impotent zz his feet”; xvi. 5, “strengthened zz the 
faith,” or iz regard ¢o their faith; xviii, 2, “a man of Pontus éy race,” or 
as /o nationality. Numerous other examples may be had by a reference to 
Winer’s Grammar of the New Testament Diction. 
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XV. 34. 


Rec. T. tof 8 ro DiAq emipetvar adros, — Notwithstanding it 
pleased Silas to abide there still. 


The Revisers omit this verse, with the marginal note, “ Some 
ancient authorities insert, with variations, verse 34.” It is 
generally considered that the verse is an interpolation, made 
with reference to Silas only, and with a view to account for the 
statement in verse 40: “ But Paul chose Silas, and departed” 
etc., —a statement which seems to imply very strongly that 
Silas was in Antioch at the time. From a careful examination 
of verses 22, 25, 26, 27, 30, 32, 33, we cannot see that any but 
the four brethren — Judas, Silas, Paul, and Barnabas — were 
sent down to Antioch with the letter and message from the 
apostles at Jerusalem. So that we are not justified in supposing 
that the statement of verse 33 has reference to any others. 
We are told in verse 35 that two of these brethren “ tarried in 
Antioch,” instead of returning to Jerusalem. Of the other two, 
if verse 34 is omitted, nothing seems to be said ; but the reader 
is left to infer that they returned to Jerusalem. ‘This verse is 
wanting in &, A, B, E, H, L, P, 61, and about sixty other 
cursives. It is wanting, also, in two copies of the Old Latin 
Version, one of the Vulgate, and some copies of the Syriac and 
Memphitic Versions, besides being unrecognized by Chrysos- 
tom, and by Theophylact in one form of his commentary. But 
it is attested by C, D, most of the cursives, the Clementine 
Vulgate, the Philoxenian Syriac, some copies of the Peshito, 
the Armenian, both Ethiopic Versions, and Theophylact in the 
other form of his commentary. Instead of the accepted read- 
ing, adrod, “ there,” which seems to be a later reading, C and D 
have atrovs, “them.” Taking this as the original ending of the 
verse, we find that it agrees with the ending of verse 33; and 
this enables us to account at once for the absence of verse 34 
from some of the documents. It was omitted by homototeleu- 
ton, —the result of oversight on the part of an early transcriber. 
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Then, as to its import, it may be said that éSofe means, in a 
general way, “it seemed good” ; but the word does not neces- 
sarily indicate that Silas kept his thought to himself. It some- 
times denotes the expression of an opinion. And this is what 
it seems to mean here. Silas suggested to his brethren that 
they had better not return to Jerusalem. With the reading 
avrovs instead of airod in the Greek of verse 34, the three 
verses may be rendered consecutively as follows: “ Now, after 
they had spent some time there, they were given full liberty by 
the brethren [at Antioch] to return [if they wished] to those 
that had sent them forth. But Silas thought best [and fro- 
posed | that they continue [or persevere, z.c. in the evangelistic 
work in which they were engaged]. And Paul and Barnabas 
prolonged their stay in Antioch, teaching and preaching the 
word of the Lord, with many others also.”” There was evidently 
a great work on their hands. Of course, Silas, who proposed 
remaining, and Judas, who was his co-worker (verse 32), 
remained also. Luke did not consider it necessary to state 
this after what he had said in verses 32, 34, but left it to be 
taken for granted by his readers. The connection between 
verse 34 and the context is perfect. It calls for no forced 
rendering ; while the omission of the verse is easily and natu- 
rally accounted for. The words of the sacred penman must 
not be rashly set aside. 


xvi. 13. 

Rec. T. ot évoplfero mpooevx} etvar,— where prayer was wont to be 
made. 

Rev. T. od évopitopev wpooevxyv etvat, — where we supposed there 
was a place of prayer. 

The documents are greatly at variance here. The Received 
Text follows the reading of E, H, L, P, nearly all the cursives, 
two catenz, Chrysostom, and Theophylact. Codex D and the 
Old Latin and Vulgate read : “ where there seemed (édxer) to be 
a place of prayer.” A and B, apparently: “ where we expected 
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to be in a place of prayer.” The Sinaitic Codex: “where he 
thought that there was a place of prayer.” The Peshito Syriac : 
“ because a house of prayer was seen there.” The Memphitic, 
Thebaic, and Armenian Versions have still other readings, no 
two of which are alike. The revised reading seems to be that 
of C, 13, 40, 61, and possibly the Roman Ethiopic Version. 
But these various readings evidently arose from a misunder- 
standing of Luke’s meaning, which, it would seem, is expressed 
with sufficient clearness by the Received Text: “Where was 
wont to be a place of prayer”; z.e. where the Jews of Philippi 
were accustomed to meet for prayer. Verse 16 shows that it 
was more than “a supposition” with Paul and his companions 
in regard to this place of prayer. After finding it to be such, 
Luke would hardly have written “where we supposed”; he 
would rather have said, “ where we found,” if he had intended 
to record their own thoughts or experience concerning it. 


Xvii. 3. 
Rec. T. ovrés éoriv & Xpioris "Inoots — this Jesus .. . is Christ. 
Rev. T. odrés éorw 6 Xpiords, 6 "Inoots—this Jesus .. . is the 
Christ. 


There is much diversity here among the manuscripts in regard 
to the use of the article. B alone upholds the Revised Text. 
Codices A, D, and 61, four manuscripts of the Vulgate, the 
Thebaic, the Philoxenian Syriac, the Ethiopic, the printed 
Armenian, and Chrysostom on one page read “Christ Jesus 
without any article (and so Tischendorf and some others), 
making the two words, properly speaking, one name. The 
Sinaitic Codex, the single cursive 38, the Clementine Vulgate, 
the Peshito Syriac, the Memphitic, and the manuscripts of the 
Armenian Version do the same, only they transpose the two 
words, and read “ Jesus Christ.” The received reading is that 
of H, L, P, most of the cursives, and Theophylact ; while 
that of E, a few cursives, a catena, and Chrysostom on the 
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page following that above referred to, by transferring these 
terms, make Luke say, “ This one is Jesus, — the Christ whom 
I preach unto you.” In the reading of B, which the Revisers, 
following Westcott and Hort, have adopted, the presence of 
the article before Ijcots indicates either that the latter is to 
be construed with otros, —“ this Jesus,” —as the Revisers have 
construed it, though the position of the words does not really 
favor this construction; or else that it is meant to point out 
more particularly which Jesus is referred to ; in which case, 
the true rendering would be, “and that this is the Christ, he 
Jesus whom I proclaim unto you”’; as in xix. 13, “I adjure 
you by ¢ke Jesus whom Paul preacheth.” It is not usual for 
Codex B to prefix the article to “Iycots, unless the latter is 
coupled with ofros, or required to be particularized in some 
such way as this. This reading, if it can be legitimately con- 
strued as the Revisers have taken it, certainly yields an excellent 
meaning ; but, apart from the questionable construction, as it 
is found only in B and has the appearance of being a critical 
emendation, it can scarcely be adopted with any degree of con- 
fidence as a genuine reading. If we accept the reading of the 
Received Text, the proper rendering of the verse is not that 
of the A. V. It should rather be, “ Expounding them, and 
showing that the Christ needed to suffer and to rise from the 
dead ; and that this one, — Jesus, whom [ proclaim unto you, 
—jis the Christ.” This requires no article before “Incots, and 
gives the words in the natural order in which we should expect 


to find them, —“ This is the Christ, [namely] Jesus, whom I 
proclaim.” 


xvii. 14. 
Rec. T. rropeter Oar ws érl tiv Oddkarcav *— to go as it were to the sea. 
Rev. T. tropever Oar ews él THY PaXaccav *— to go as far as to the sea. 
The common reading «s is supported by H, L, P, most of 
the cursives, a catena, the Philoxenian Syriac and Armenian 
Versions, and Chrysostom. The revised is that of , A, B, E, 
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61, and seven or eight other cursives, the Vulgate, the Peshito 
Syriac, and the Memphitic. Codex D, about ten cursives, the 
Thebaic and Ethiopic Versions omit the word. The truth is, 
ws was misunderstood; hence it was early changed in some 
copies, as if to make its meaning sure, to éws, “as far as”’; 
while in others it was dropped as superfluous. Its use here is 
found nowhere else in the New Testament ; but it is a common 
classical use of the word, which Luke would be very likely to 
make in this connection. As the elder Buttmann says, when 
“prefixed to the prepositions ézi, eis, rpés, in answer to the 
question whither, . .. it gives them the signification cowards, in 
the direction of; literally as if, leaving it undetermined whether 
the point aimed at is reached. Thus, Thucyd. vi. 61, dérdecov 
pierd THs Zadapwvias x THs Buxedias ws és “APyvas, ‘They sailed 
away in company with the Salaminia from Sicily sowards 
[literally as for] Athens.’ It can everywhere be used of a 
journey not yet completed.””* So here, it denotes the apostle’s 
intention of going to the sea,— “The brethren at once sent 
Paul forth” from Berea, “that he might continue on his way 
seaward,’ or toward the Gulf of Salonica, some twenty miles 
distant, as he intended to do, and there take passage for 
Athens. 


Xvii. 26. 


Rec. T. érolncé re évds alparos mav tOvos— and hath made of one 


blood all nations. 
Rev. T. érolynoé te évds mav €vos — and he made of one every nation. 


The Received Text follows D, E, H, L, P, most of the cursives, 
a catena, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac and Armenian 
Versions, Irenzeus, Theodoret twice, Chrysostom repeatedly, 
Cosmas of Alexandria, Theophylact, and Bede. The Revisers’ 
reading is that of ¥, A, B, 61, and seven or eight other cursives, 
the Vulgate, the two Egyptian Versions, Platt’s Ethiopic, and 
er eee rege ee EE 

1 Buttmann’s Greek Grammar, § 149, m. I. 
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Clement of Alexandria. The latter reading, however, is an 
early alteration, made on the ground that it is more rational 
to speak of every nation as descended from “ one nation” than 
from “one blood.” If évés, “one (nation),” had been the 
original reading, it might have been changed to “one man,” or 
“one couple,” but never to “one blood.” The idea of the 
apostle is that God made the world of mankind from one 
common life-principle, which, in accordance with Jewish views, 
was in the blood. 


xviii. 3. 


Rec. T. eyeve wap adtois, kat elpydtero *— he abode with them, and 
wrought. 

Rev. T. @yeve wap adrois, kal npyafovro*— he abode with them, 
and they wrought. 


The singular is the reading of the earlier seventh-century 
corrector of &, A (C is defective here), D, E, H, L, P, all 
the cursives, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, 
the Thebaic, the Armenian, and Chrysostom. ‘The plural is the 
reading given by the original scribe of &{, B, the Memphitic 
Version, and Origen as represented by his Latin interpreter, 
who makes him say e¢ operabantur simul, “and they wrought. 
together”; which may express Luke’s meaning, but certainly 
is not what Luke wrote. Both verbs were, doubtless, originally 
in the singular, and spoke concerning Paul. But on account 
of the plural “ with ¢rem,” and the plural “they were”? which 
follows immediately after, eipydZero became easily drawn into 
the plural also. But the plural seems to have found very limited 
acceptance, and to have been soon abandoned as false. It 
will be observed that “with them” is connected with “he 
abode,” but not with “he wrought”; because the meaning is 
not that he wrought with Aquila and Priscilla, but only lived 
with them, and wrought with Aquila. This last, however, is 
not stated in words. But it is implied in what follows: “ For 
they by their occupation were tent-makers” ;— that is, not 
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Aquila and Priscilla as some suppose, but the two men, Paul 
and Aquila. The reading, “He abode with them, and they 
wrought,” implies not that Paul and Aquila worked together, 
but that Aquila and Priscilla did the working, for by occupation 
they were tent-makers, while Paul possibly was engaged in 
preaching or doing something else,—thus making the last 
clause of the verse appear as giving a reason why the husband 
and wife could not be idle, not as a reason why Paul worked 
with Aquila. 


xviii. 7. 


Rec. T. ovépare Loto-rov, — named Justus. 
Rev. T. ovépare Titov ‘loverov, — named Titus Justus. 


The received reading is that of A, B third hand (C is defec- 
tive here), D first hand, H, L, P, nearly all the cursives, the 
Latin Version of Codex D, the Ethiopic, Chrysostom, and 
Theophylact in one form of his commentary. The revised 
follows &%, E, four cursives, the Vulgate, the Memphitic, the 
Armenian, and Theophylact in the other form. The original 
scribe of B, the first corrector of D, and the Philoxenian Syriac 
give “Titius” instead of “Titus.” The Peshito Syriac and 
Thebaic Versions read “Titus” instead of “ Justus.” Bede, 
commenting on the name 7Z7# Just, which appeared in his 
Latin New Testament, says, “In’Greek, the name is written 
Justus,’ which is doubtless the original and only name as given 
by Luke. The additional name, “ Titus,” arose from repeating 
the last syllable of the preceding word and the first three letters 
of the following word, so making éyépare Tirov “Iovcrov out of 
ovouaT 1|OYorou, the second | requiring only a horizontal mark 
at the top to change it to a T ; and this the scribe may indeed 
have found there, or thought was there. This Tirov became 
changed in B, and two other documents, to Tiriov ; while in 
two versions it superseded the original “Justus.”” In cursive 
98, rod Térov is written over “Ioverov; while, apparently on 
account of perplexity in determining what the name really 
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was, the copyists of 2, and 30, omitted the whole expression, 
“named Justus,” or, “ named ‘Titus Justus,” or, “ named Titius 
Justus.” The very, changes through which the word passed, 
and to which it led, to say nothing of its obvious origin, are 
enough to condemn it as a false reading. 


XViii. 21. 


Rec. T. elardv> Act pe wavras hv éopryy Thy épxopévyny torijcat els 
‘IepoodAvpa* mdédwv S& dvakdpo— saying, I must by all means keep 
this feast that cometh in Jerusalem; but I will return again. 

Rev. T. eladv, Tlddw avaxépyo — saying, I will return again. 


The former of these readings is found in D, H, L, P, most of 
the cursives, a catena, one manuscript of the Vulgate, the 
Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, Platt’s Ethiopic, Chrysostom, 
and Theophylact in both copies of hiscommentary. The latter 
is that of &%, A, B, E, less than ten cursives, all but one copy of 
the Vulgate, the two Egyptian Versions, the Armenian, and the 
Roman Ethiopic. ‘The reference to attending the feast at 
Jerusalem is wanting in the three oldest extant manuscripts ; 
yet it is not impossible that it might have been early omitted, 
from the fact that the record in the next verse does not seem 
to favor it. From that record, one might infer that the apostle 
went up to Jerusalem, saluted the church, and immediately 
proceeded to Antioch. But it should be observed that, in both 
that verse and the one following it, the historian is very brief in 
his mention of Paul’s movements, barely mentioning certain 
points, and passing on, — the element of time scarcely claiming 
his attention. Besides, if the omitted words — which are evi- 
dently given as the apostle’s reason why he could not consent 
to remain longer in Ephesus at this time — are not genuine, it 
seems hardly possible that, in view of the record in verse 22, 
any one else would have represented him as uttering them. It 
is true, they bear a kind of resemblance to Luke’s words con- 
cerning him in xx. 16.. But there, everything favors such a 
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statement, while here there is no apparent temptation for 
another to represent the apostle as speaking of the necessity 
of being in Jerusalem at the feast. 


xix. 14. 
Rec. T. ot totro movotvres. — which did so, 
Rey. T. totro rovotvres. — which did this. 

The article is attested by E, H, L, P, most of the cursives, 
the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, and the Armen- 
ian. It is wanting in §X, A, B, seven cursives, and the Memphi- 
tic Version. C is defective here, and D has an altogether 
different reading. After omitting the article, the Revisers 
should not have retained the rendering of the A.V. The only 
proper translation that their Greek admits is, “ And there were 
seven sons of one Sceva . . . doing this” ; unless jaar, at one 
end of the sentence, and zovodvres, at the other, are taken 
together and rendered, “And seven sons of Sceva were doing 
this thing.” The truth is, of was early dropped on account of 
its recurrence after vioc, which led to its being overlooked. Its 
presence, as in the Received Text, is necessary to express the 
idea that there were seven sons “who did” this thing. The 
Revisers have incorrectly translated their own Greek, which is 
supposed to be correct ; that is all. 


xix. 16. 
Rec. T. katrakuptedoas attrav, — overcame them. 
Rev. T. katakvpietoas apdorépwv, — mastered both of them. 
The whole verse, as revised, reads, “ And the man in whom 
the evil spirit was leaped on them, and mastered both of them, 
and prevailed against them, so that they fled out of that house 
naked and wounded.” Both of whom? Apparently, of the 
sons of Sceva; but of these there are seven referred to just 
before. No two of them are singled out from the rest. Then 
again, after saying that the man in whom the evil spirit was 
had “ mastered” both of them, why should Luke have added, 


122 THE REVISERS GREEK TEXT. 


“and prevailed against” them? Does not “ mastering ’”’ mean 
“ prevailing against”? It is not like Luke to repeat his thoughts 
after this style. It must be obvious to every one that there is 
a mistranslation here, or that the text has become grossly 
corrupted ; or possibly there is a little of both. Adréyv is the 
reading of H, L, P, most of the cursives, the Peshito Syriac, 
and the Thebaic, which also adds “ seven,” — making it read, 
«“ mastered the seven.” ‘The Roman Ethiopic reads, “ mastered 
them all.” *Apdorépwy is supported by §¥, A, B, D, about 
fifteen cursives, a catena, the Vulgate, the Memphitic, the 
Armenian, the Philoxenian Syriac, and Theophylact in one of. 
his commentaries. Owing to the strong testimony in attesta- 
tion of the latter reading, and the difficulty of accounting for 
the presence of dudorépwr if it is not genuine, it must be 
accepted as the true reading. The others are only variations 
due to a misunderstanding of Luke’s meaning. And yet we 
cannot, for a moment, accept Meyer’s interpretation that “the 
mode of representation is not exact, as we only see from 
éuporépwy that, of those seven sons, but ¢wo on this occasion 
were active, whom Luke has already conceived to himself in 
[the foregoing] airovs.” This is not in accordance with Luke’s 
mode of expressing himself. He speaks as truly of the seven 
in atrovs as he does in the preceding airots, or his words are 
meaningless. It is this misunderstanding of Luke’s meaning 
which has led not only to the substitution of airév for dudoréowr, 
but to several other changes, such as the omission of xa after 
ép.porépwr, the writing of xupuedoas and Karexvpievoey for KaTa- 
Kuptetoas, to say nothing of still other variations, which have 
also led to a mistranslation of his words. Indeed, xataxvpievoas 
is not above suspicion. Codex A reads xarexupievoay dudorépur, 
“they mastered both of them.” In the first half of this, A is 
supported by E, H, L, P, forty-five cursives, Chrysostom, and 
Theophylact in at least one form of his commentaries ; and in 
the latter half, as stated above, by &, B, D, etc. And this, we 
belies gives us the original reading, xarexupéevoay: duporépor, 
kal icxuoe Kat attay, etc. Thus worded, the verse may be 
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rendered, “And when the man in whom the evil spirit was, 
leaped on them, they [Sceva’s sons] overcame both [the 
demoniac and the demon]; yet it went hard with them [ze. 
with the exorcists, — literally, ‘it availed against them "], so that 
they fled out of that house naked and wounded.” The last 
clause is added to show that although Sceva’s seven sons suc- 
ceeded in mastering their assailants, it was a dearly bought 
victory. It was not such an exercise of power as Paul dis- 
played. The use of xa, which we insert from Codices ros, 
184, in the sense of “ but,” or “yet,” is not uncommon. It 
appears in Luke xiii. 7, Acts x. 28, and elsewhere throughout 
the New Testament. On the use of the nominative absolute 
with a participle, as here, see Buttmann’s Grammar of N. T. 
Greek, American edition, p. 298. 


xix. 34. 


The Revisers have made no change here in the form of the 
participle translated “when they knew.” The genitive found 
in the text is the grammatical form properly required by the 
connection. But this is an obvious correction, supported by 
only a few cursives and a catena. The nominative émyvovtes, 
which is not often found thus absolute, is attested by all the 
uncials, most of the cursives, Chrysostom, and Theophylact in 
both his commentaries. It is but another instance of the same 
unusual construction that appears in verse 16, upon which we 
have just been commenting. The historian, in both that verse 
and this, after having begun to write, changed his mind, doubt- 
less unconsciously, respecting the construction, and proceeded 
with his sentence, without conforming to the precise customary 
laws of expression. The change, it is true, makes no difference 
in the meaning. But we are surprised that the Revisers, who . 
seem to have been desirous of revising the Greek Text, as well 
as the English, should have left uncorrected a reading that no 


modern editor can consider genuine. 
Pere irre gs eS ah 


1 See Butt., Grammar of N. T. Greek, § 144,m. 13, a,c. Winer, § 63, 1, I. 


124 THE REVISERS GREEK TEXT. 


XX 4 

Rec. T. éyévero yvopn Tod brorrpéery — he purposed to return. 

Rey. T. éyévero yvopns Tod troorpédherv — he determined to return. 

The nominative yvduy, of the Received Text, is supported 
by B third hand, H, L, P, most of the cursives, the Greek mar- 
ginal reading of the Philoxenian Syriac, and Chrysostom. The 
genitive, of the Revised Text, is the reading of &, A, B first 
hand, E, ten or twelve cursives, and a catena. It is the reading 
which one would naturally expect to find here on the assump- 
tion that the sentence has a strictly grammatical construction. 
Hence, its presence in connection with an abnormal rival read- 
ing naturally awakens suspicion. If this genitive were the 
original reading, a scribe would not have been tempted to write 
yvépun, when by so doing he would of necessity leave the parti- 
ciple roujoas, at the beginning of the verse, in the nominative 
absolute, or rather without an apodosis, — a comparatively rare 
construction, but one to which Luke was somewhat given, as 
we have seen in the two preceding notes. The meaning of the 
words is substantially the same, whichever reading is adopted. 
If, however, the genuineness of the reading must be determined, 
intrinsic probability strongly favors the retention of the nomina- 
tive. Literally, the rendering would be, “ And having tarried 
[z.e. when he had tarried] three months, . . . a decision was 
made [7.e. it was thought best] to return through Macedonia.” 
This conclusion seems to have been reached after consultation 
among the brethren. Hence the form that Luke gave to his 


statement, using yvéun instead of yvwpuns. The latter would 
indicate that the decision was Paul’s alone. 


xX. 5. 
Rec. T. ovror mpoedOdvres — These going before. 
Rey, T. ovrou 8 mpocA0svres — But these had gone before. 
The “but” of the Revised Text is found in \¥, A, B, E, ten 
or twelve cursives, the Memphitic and Philoxenian Syriac Ver- 
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sions, and Theophylact in one of his commentaries. It is 
wanting in D, H, L, P, most of the cursives, a catena, the Vulgate, 
the Peshito Syriac, the Armenian, Platt’s Ethiopic, Chrysostom, 
and Theophylact in the other form of his commentary. It 
seems to have crept into the text at an early day, as in many 
other places, to connect the verse with what precedes, and 
possibly through impressions received from the context itself, 
in which the word appears again and again. — IpoceOdvres, 
“having come unto,” which is referred to in the margin as 
found instead of wpoed@évres in many ancient manuscripts, is 
simply an early clerical error in writing mpoo- for xpo-, and is 
one of common occurrence ; as in verse 13, in A, B first hand,. 
E, H, P, more than forty cursives, Chrysostom, and Theophy- 
lact ; in xii. ro, in D, L, and ten or a dozen cursives ; and in 
Luke 1. 17, in B first hand, C, L, V, and several cursives. 


Xxi. 22. 


Rec. T. amdvrws Set rAH80s ovvehOetv * dxotvoovrat yap Stu éAqAvOas. 
—the multitude must needs come together: for they will hear that thou 
art come, 

Rev. T. amavras akotcovra: Sti €AqAv0as. — they will certainly hear 
that thou art come. 


The common reading here is attested by &, A, C second 
hand, D, E, H, L, P, most of the ‘cursives, a catena, the Vulgate, 
and* Chrysostom ; the revised, by B, C first hand, five or six 
cursives, the two Egyptian Versions, the Philoxenian Syriac, 
both Ethiopic Versions, and the Armenian, which also omits 
“certainly.” The Peshito Syriac clips the verse down still 
more, and makes it read, “‘ Now, because they will hear that 
thou hast come” ; in which it is followed by Erpenius’ Arabic 
Version. ‘The revised reading seems to be one of numberless 
examples indicating B’s readiness to adopt an abbreviated text, 
its transcriber almost everywhere ‘showing a disposition to 
abridge by rejecting what may have appeared to him to be 
superfluous or unintelligible. In view of this, it is difficult to 
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understand why we should be expected to give up a portion of 
the accepted text which is not only strongly attested, but in 
perfect keeping with the context, and presents no real evidence 
of having been interpolated. 


xxi. 24. 

Rec. T. {va fupfiorwvra: thy Kehadhv, —that they may shave their 
heads. 

Rev. T. tva tuphoovra: thy Kepadyv,—that they may shave their 
heads, 

The aorist subjunctive, of the Received Text, is attested by 
A, B third hand, C, D first hand (who, however, in his haste or 
carelessness omitted two letters, and wrote évpwvrat), H, L, 
nearly all the cursives, a catena, Chrysostom, and Theophylact. 
The future indicative, of the Revised Text,— which is im- 
properly translated “ say shave,” — is the reading of XX, B first 
hand, D as afterwards amended, E, P, and half a dozen cursives. 
It is simply an early change from the subjunctive to bring 
the word into conformity with the following yvdaovra, “ will 
know,” which the scribe supposed to be also dependent on iva, 
but which is really independent of it, as the Revisers make it. 
Others, under the same false impression respecting the con- 
struction, early changed yvdcovra: to the subjunctive to make 
it correspond with évpyowvrat. Hence the reading yvaor, of 
the Received Text, which the Revisers have justly rejected. 


xxiii. 28. 

The only ancient witnesses, referred to in the marginal note 
as omitting the clause, “I brought him down unto their coun- 
cil,” are B first hand, and 61. The contemporary reviser of 
B, however, corrected the error by placing the omitted clause 
in the margin. The Roman Ethiopic Version omits only the 
words “unto their council.” It was simply a transcriber’s error, 


corrected soon afterward, and found elsewhere in but a single 
transcript. 
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Xxili. 30. 

The “ many ancient authorities”’ that add the rejected word, 
“ Farewell,” are &%, E, H, L, P, all the cursives but one, a 
catena, the Clementine Vulgate, two copies of Jerome’s Ver- 
sion, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Armenian, Platt’s 
Ethiopic, Chrysostom, and Theophylact. The word is wanting 
in A, B, 13, two copies of the Vulgate, the two Egyptian Ver- 
sions, and the Roman Ethiopic. It may have been added by 
some scribe, as the customary and proper epistolary close, and 
possibly introduced from xv. 29; but it is quite as likely to 
have been early omitted as unnecessary. The testimony in 
favor of retaining the word seems on the whole quite as strong 
as against it, unless it be the fact that a few of the later witnesses 
give the word in the plural instead of the singular. 


XXxv 03; 


Rec. T. domacdpevor tov Piorov. —to salute Festus. 
Rey. T. acmacdpevor tov Pijocrov. — and saluted Festus. 


The former of these readings is apparently without the sup- 
port of asingle uncial. It is attested by 61, and most of the 
other cursives, a catena, the Latin Version of E, the Vulgate, 
the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Armenian, Chrysostom, 
and Theophylact in one form of his commentary. Codex C 
apparently has both readings by different hands, but neither is 
clear; and D is defective. The latter reading is that of §, A, 
B, the Greek Text of E, H, L, P, about twenty cursives, the 
Memphitic, both Ethiopic Versions, and Theophylact in his 
other commentary. The Revisers must have adopted this 
reading in sheer desperation, from lack of what they considered 
sufficient evidence in support of the other. They virtually 
abandon it when they come to translate, and place the proper 
rendering in the margin, though it is improperly given, even 
there, by being noted as an alternative rendering, “ Ov, having 
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saluted,” and not as the true one, “ Gr. having saluted.” The 
Revisers’ reading denotes that Agrippa and Bernice had already 
saluted Festus before they came to Cesarea ; whereas the other, 
and apparently the only possible reading, makes it appear that 
they came thither for the very purpose of paying their respects 
to him. The expression “and saluted” is not a translation of 
doracdpevor, preceded as it is by a verb—xaryvrycav. It is 
only a makeshift. Dr. Hort, in his note on the word, says, 
“The authority for -ayevor is absolutely overwhelming ; and, as 
a matter of transmission, -ouevo. can be only a correction. Yet 
it is difficult to remain satisfied that there is no prior corruption 
of some kind” ;’ that is, if we understand bis meaning, no 
corruption prior to transmission. It may be difficult for one 
w»~ seems to believe in the infallibility of second-, third-, and 
fourth-century copyists, to remain satisfied that there was no 
error of some kind in the original manuscript; but, for one 
who believes that all early copyists were fallible as well as later 
ones, there is no difficulty in being fully satisfied that Luke 
wrote the future participle here ; while some early blundering 
scribe made him appear to have written the aorist. It requires 
but the change of a single letter; and the mistake thus made 
is one of frequent occurrence, and sometimes, as here, of a 
glaring character. Thus, in chapter xx. 22, A, the Greek texts 
of D and E, H, five or more cursives, and Theophylact in one 
form of his commentary, read r& cwvavrjcavra, “which have 
befallen,” in place of r& cwvavrjoovra, “which are to befall” 
me. Similar to this is the writing of the aorist for the present 
participle in Matt. xiii. 18, where §’s original scribe, B, X, two 
cursives, the Philoxenian Syriac, and Chrysostom read rod omeé- 
pavtos, “him that sowed,” —the true reading in verse 24,— 
instead of rod ometpovros, “the sower” 3 also in Matt. xxviii. 
19, where B, D, read Barricavres for Barrifovres, making Jesus 
teach that his followers should baptize men before making dis- 
Sonn oF oa) aiiverr aay 9) oncerneas 


1 Select Readings, p. 100. 
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ciples of them,—contrary to all apostolic practice. In Acts 
Vill. 32, %, A, C, E, H, L, some twenty cursives, a catena, 
Chrysostom, and the Paschal Chronicle also read tod KEeipavTos 
avrov, “the one that sheared him,” instead of rod KE(povTos avTor, 
“the one shearing him,” or “his shearer.” In Acts xxviii. 2 cs 
S has dvapaprupdpevos, “ having testified,” for diapaptupdpevos, 
“testifying” ; and B repeatedly has 8vvowar and Svvdpevos for 
dvvayar and Svvduevos,—which presents the reverse error of 
writing o for a. All this shows that we cannot be governed 
altogether by manuscript “authority,” even if it is “over- 
whelming”’ ; especially when that authority is, in all probability, 
if not obviously, an early transcriptional error. 


xxvi. 16. 


Rec. T. av te eSes — both of these things which thou hast seen. 
Rey. T. ov te elSés we — both of the things wherein thou hast seen me. 


Appended to this, in the Revisers’ margin, is the note, “ Many 
ancient authorities read which thou hast seen.” This of course 
is the common reading. It is attested by &, A, C second hand 
(D is defective), E, H, I, L, P, nearly all the cursives, the 
Vulgate, the Memphitic, and the Ethiopic Versions. Augustine 
adds a me, “from me.” The Revisers’ reading is that of B, C 
first hand, 105, 137, a few lectionaries, the Peshito and Philox- 
enian Syriac, the Armenian, and Ambrose. This reading 
appears to have originated in a desire to render the two relative 
clauses symmetrical, and alike in construction: “ those things 
in which thou hast seen me, and those 7” which I shall appear 
unto thee” ;—7.e. in which thou shalt yet see me. Besides 
being thus open to suspicion, its attestation seems hardly suffi- 
cient to demand a displacement of what is apparently the 
genuine text, and one that is abundantly vouched for. The av 
in both instances is equivalent to éxeivwy &, — the relative in the 
latter instance being without the governing xara, which is a not 
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infrequent construction. The two clauses may accordingly be 
rendered, “ both of those things which thou hast seen, and of 
those [in reference to] which I will appear unto thee.” 


XXvi. 20. 


Rec. T. els wacdv re Thy XSpav — and throughout all the coasts. 
Rev. T. waodv re Thy xopav— and throughout all the country. 


The presence of éis, “ through,” as in the Received Text, is 
attested by E, H, L, P, all the cursives, a catena, the Vulgate, 
and Chrysostom. Codices C and D are defective. The prep- 
osition is demanded by the construction, which here changes 
from the preceding datives to an accusative. But it was early 
omitted through its resemblance to the preceding syllable, — 
‘TeporokvpOICEIC, as they appear in uncial letters, — the latter 
being overlooked after the copying of the former. Hence its 
absence from &%, A, B, and one or two copies of the Vulgate. 
In any other manuscripts the omission would be recognized as 
an oversight, and treated accordingly. 


Xxvi. 28. 
Rec. T. pee melOers Xprotiavov yevéoGar.— thou persuadest me to be 


a Christian. 


Rev. T. pe melQes Xptoriavov aorijoat.—thou wouldst fain make 
me a Christian. 


The common reading yevéoOar is supported by E, H, L, P, 
most cursives, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac 
Versions, Cyril of Jerusalem, Chrysostom, and Theodoret. The 
Revisers’ zovjoat is attested by &, A, B, 13, 17, 40, 61, the 
margin of the Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic Version, 
Platt’s Ethiopic and Cassiodorus. It must be admitted that 
moujoat has every appearance of being a genuine reading. It 
could not have been intentionally introduced in place of yevéo Oar; 
nor could it easily have got in otherwise if it were not genuine. 


THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES. 131 


TevéoOae is evidently a later reading ; and it seems to have crept 
in from the margin, where it was probably originally written in 
explanation of the supposed sense in which zojoae was used by 
the writer and should be taken by the reader, as apparently 
indicated in verse 29; as if Agrippa’s meaning was, “Thou 
persuadest me #0 decome a Christian.” Toujoar, however, is used 
simply to prevent the repetition of the preceding verb murevew, 
“to believe,” just as “to do” is often used in English, and 
facere in Latin; and the words are to be rendered, “ Thou per- 
suadest me Zo do i¢ asa Christian”’ ; 7.e. to believe the prophets 
as Christians do, —to accept their view of the prophecies as 
applying to Jesus. This use of woty is by no means uncom- 
mon. We have examples of it in Luke vi. 10, “ And he ad 77¢,” 
—ie. stretched out his hand; 1 Tim. i. 13, “1 ad ¢¢ igno- 
rantly, —z.e. blasphemed and persecuted ; Rev. xiii. 5, “ Power 
(or permission) was given him 7 do it for forty and two 
months,” —z.e. to blaspheme. Compare note on Mark vi. 20. 
— Without the word Xpioriavov, Agrippa’s answer would imply 
that he did not believe the prophets till persuaded to do it by 
Paul. This, however, was not his meaning. He simply did 
not previously regard the prophecies as applying to Jesus. 
Hence he employs Xpucriavdy, admitting that Paul had made a 
strong argument, and had in a measure persuaded him that the 
prophecies did have reference: to Jesus, whom the Jews had 
crucified. See Note on the rendering of Acts xxvi. 28, 29, in 
The Revisers’ English Text. 


XXvii. 16. 


Rec. T. Kadotpevov KXatSnv, — which is called Clauda. 
Rev. T. Kadotpevov KatSa, — called Cauda. 


The Revisers, having changed “Clauda” to “Cauda,” add 
the marginal note that many ancient authorities read “ Clauda.” 
The only known Greek manuscripts that read “ Cauda” are XX, 
as amended early in the seventh century, and B. Besides 
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these, the Vulgate alone reads “Cauda,” or “Caude.” The 
Peshito Syriac gives “ Kura”; and Platt’s Ethiopic, “ Keda”’ ; 
— variations that are still farther from the true reading. The 
received reading, “Clauda,” or “ Claude,” is supported by & 
first hand, A, H, L, P, 61, and the rest of the cursives, the 
Memphitic, the Philoxenian Syriac in both text and margin, 
the Armenian, Erpenius’ Arabic, Chrysostom, and Bede. Unless 
the testimony of B and the Vulgate is to be considered unim- 
peachable, we see no reason why we should not continue to 
read, with Tischendorf and the Received Text, “ Clauda.” 


XXvVii. 19. 


Rec. T. abréxetpes Thy oKeviv Tod mAolov épplpapev. — we cast out 
with our own hands the tackling of the ship. 

Rev. T. avdroxeipes thy oKevnv tod mdolov eppupav. — they cast out 
with their own hands the tackling of the ship. 


The former of these readings is that of H, L, P, most of the 
cursives, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, 
Platt’s Ethiopic, and Chrysostom. The latter is attested by &, 
A,B, C, about twenty cursives, a catena, one Old Latin manuscript, 
the Vulgate, and the Armenian. Verses 18, 19, as given in the 
Revised Version, read as follows: “ And as we labored exceed- 
ingly with the storm, the next day they began to throw the 
freight overboard ; and the third day they cast out with their 
own hands the tackling of the ship.” On reading this, one can 
hardly refrain from asking why it should be said that the sailors 
cast out the tackling wz¢h their own hands, especially after 
having been told in the previous verse that they had been 
engaged the day before in lightening the ship of its freight. 
Who should do it, if the ship’s crew did not? And how should 
they do it, unless with their own hands? Why, then, this 
uncalled-for statement? Humphry says it was because the 
passengers were not called on to help them. If the text means 
anything, it means this just as truly without these words here 
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as in the previous verse. The four older uncials are assuredly 
astray here. One of them (B) certainly errs in the very next 
verse in omitting Aourdy, “at last,” when speaking of all hope 
as taken away. Another (A), in verse 21, improperly omits 
“then” before “ Paul stood forth.” A third ($8), in verse 27, 
speaks of the shipmen as deeming that some country “ ex- 
tended before” them, zpoayayetv, instead of “was drawing 
near,’ rpocayev, to them. And the fourth (C), in verse 28, 
says “we found” for “they found’’ fifteen fathoms of water. 
It certainly is not impossible, then, that they should be united 
in error here in representing Luke as saying “ ¢hey cast out” 
with their own hands the tackling,—a reading into which 
some early scribe might easily have been betrayed by finding 
in the previous verse the statement that “ ¢zey began to lighten 
the ship.” If this accounts for the origin of the reading, and 
the received be accepted as the true reading, there will be no 
difficulty. It becomes plain enough why Luke should have 
said, “‘ We cast out with ourown hands the tackling.” It was 
something not expected of passengers, especially of soldiers 
and their prisoners. And probably the reason why it was 
found necessary for them to do it was that the seamen were 
still engaged on that day, as on the previous day, in trying to 
lighten the vessel of its cargo; for we afterwards find (verse 
38) that they were still at work “casting out the wheat into 
the sea,’’ and lightening the ship. 


XXvVii. 37. 


A marginal note offers the information that some ancient 
authorities here read “ about three-score and sixteen souls,” in 
place of the accepted reading, “two-hundred three-score and 
sixteen souls.” The reader will observe that these authorities 
are not among the later uncials and the cursives ; they consist of 
RB, the oldest of all known Greek manuscripts of the New Testa- 
ment, and its faithful ally, the Thebaic, one of the early versions, 
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— these two, and only these. Epiphanius, who probably could 
not see the point or the propriety of saying “‘ adout seventy- 
six,” says, as most persons would naturally say, “about sev- 
enty.” Westcott and Hort adopt this unique reading, “about” 
seventy-six, and place the “two hundred,” which appears in 
all the other documents, in the margin opposite ws, “ about,” as 
a secondary reading. Hence the artless note in the Revisers’ 
margin. But though “about” has the “authority” of the 
Vatican manuscript, the Thebaic Version, and Epiphanius, it is 
but the result of an obvious blunder. Some early transcriber 
was copying from an exemplar in which r@ zAoiw, “the ship,” 
stood immediately before the numeral, as it does in NA; BS CY 
and a number of cursives, and not before af zacau Yoyai, “all 
the souls,” as in the Received and Revised Texts. On coming 
to cog’, the abridged Greek form of writing “two-hundred and 
seventy-six,” corresponding to our 276, he evidently connected 
the o of cog’ with the last letter of the preceding word, which 
was inadvertently repeated by him, as was common; and so he 
changed the reading to us oc’, z.¢. “about seventy-six.” It was 
simply a blunder, and later copyists generally had the discern- 
ment to see it. And if certain modern editors were not 
infatuated with an apparently superstitious reverence for B, 
Bible-readers at this late day would not be introduced to that 
palpably impossible reading, “ about seventy-s¢x souls.” The 
American Committee of Revisers very properly omit this note. 


XXVii. 30. 


Again some ancient authorities are said to read “ bring the 
ship safe to shore” in place of “beach the ship” or “ drive 
the ship ashore.” That is, they read éxodca instead of éfdoat, 
— the two words having almost the same sound 3 so that it is 
no wonder if, especially in copying from dictation, the former 
word should have crept into a few copies. It is so given, how- 
ever, only by B first hand, C, and the Memphitic and Arme- 
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nian Versions. Persons in the perilous condition in which 
these sailors were, usually think more of saving themselves 
than of anything else. They care but little as to what becomes 
of the vessel if they themselves can only reach the land in 
safety. In this respect, these seamen do not appear, from 
verse 30, to have been very different from other men. The 
idea of saving the ship probably did not enter their minds. 
Their one thought was how best to save themselves and what 
little they had left. Hence, as Luke tells us, “they deter- 
mined, if they could, to beach the ship.” The other reading 
will do to go along with “about seventy-six.” 


XXVii. 41. 


Rec. T. dd ris Blas rv kvparov, — with the violence of the waves. 
Rey. T. bd ris Blas, — by the violence of the waves. 


Though the Revisers omit rv Kupdrov, in accordance with 
the reading of &% first hand, A, B, unsupported by any other 
uncial, or by a single cursive, or version, or patristic writer, 
they have given us, in italics, the corresponding English words, 
«of the waves.’ And this is revision. After omitting tov 
kupdrev So as to present the genuine Greek Text as the neces- 
sary proper basis for the revision of the English Version, it 
does seem as if, for the sake’of consistency, they would have 
kept from adding in English the words “of the waves.” But 
the trouble is, they have adopted a false Greek Text, by which 
it is impossible for any version to abide. Amidst the fourfold 
occurrences of the syllable ray immediately after Bias, “ vio- 
lence,” some early scribe unquestionably lost himself. Having 
written the first rdv, on casting his eye back to his exemplar, 
he caught sight of the third instead of the first, from which 
he evidently passed on in perfect unconsciousness of having 
omitted the two preceding words, tov kupdrov. If the read- 
ing which the Revisers have adopted had been the reading 
of Luke, a glossarist, as Meyer forcibly remarks, would more 
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naturally have written on the margin rijs Oaracons, “of the 
sea,” than ray kupdtwv. The former occurs repeatedly in this 
connection, but the latter does not occur again in the whole 
book of Acts. In support of rév kupdrwy as a part of the orig- 
inal text, we have { as amended early in the seventh century, 
C (D is defective), H, L, P, all the cursives, a catena, the Vul- 
gate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, Platt’s 
Ethiopic, and Chrysostom. In view of all the circumstances, 
it really seems as if a candid inquirer after the truth, who is at 
all qualified to sit in judgment in the case, ought to be satisfied 
that the Greek for “‘of the waves” is a genuine portion of the 
text. The Revisers, however, have only followed others. 


XXViii. 1. 

Another marginal note says that some ancient documents 
read “ Melitene” here instead of “ Melita” or “ Melite.”> This 
is a vitiation of the text, the only known ancient supporters of 
which are B first hand (though this is changed to Melite by 
what ‘Tischendorf thought might be the contemporary Reviser’s 
hand), a lectionary, the margin of the Philoxenian Syriac, and 
the Armenian Version. Besides these, three manuscripts of 
the Vulgate read AMMilitene; Jerome has either Miditine or 
Miletena ; the Memphitic Version, Me/letine; and Platt’s Ethi- 
opic, Malajat. These variations, by the unsettled character 
of their orthography, do not tend to establish the genuineness 
of the reading. In fact, there can hardly be any doubt as to 
its spuriousness or its origin. Where Luke wrote MeXiryn 4 
vngos, or rather MEAITHHNHCOC, some tired or careless 
copyist, becoming confused among the letters of like or similar 
form, and very possibly more or less confounding the first of 
these words with the familiar name MirvAyvy (Mitylene), an- 
nexed the first syllable of vnvos to MeXiry, and wrote instead 
MEAITHNHHNHCOC, Or Medurivy 4 vaoos. It was a mis- 
take, unconsciously made and easily to be accounted for, and 
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was seen to be such by the Reviser of B, who at once corrected 
it. But because it appears in B, and is endorsed by a few ver- 
sions, Westcott and Hort adopt it without comment! Hence 
this marginal note. But the common reading of the text, which 
is adopted by all other modern editors, is sufficiently attested 
by &, A, B third hand if not second, C, H, L, P, nearly all the 
cursives, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Clementine 
Vulgate, one manuscript of Jerome’s, and Chrysostom. 


XXViili. 13. 

Here the marginal note says some ancient authorities read, 
“cast loose,” instead of “fetched a compass,” or “made a 
circuit.” Only $& first hand, and B read thus. If zepueddvres 
can really mean “ having cast loose,” it implies that the vessel 
had been moored or tied up to a wharf. There is nothing in 
the narrative to indicate that this may not have been the case. 
The vessel was detained at Syracuse three days. If this deten- 
tion was in order to discharge a part of the cargo, or to take 
on more, the ship might have been fastened to a mole or pier. 
If it was on account of the unfavorable wind, the vessel would 
more probably have been anchored in the bay. The general 
course from Malta to Puteoli, through the Strait of Messina, on 
the east side of which Rhegium lay, is northerly. From the 
use of xatayOares, “ touching,” coming to land, or lying by, at 
Syracuse, as well as from the delay of three days, we may infer 
that the ship lay at anchor in the bay on account of an unfavor- 
able wind. She could easily come from Malta to Syracuse with 
awest wind. But, under the high, mountainous range of Etna, 
which skirts the eastern coast of Sicily, it is impossible, with a 
west wind, to make any headway northward along that coast, 
except by rowing. The only way is to put to sea in an easterly 
or northeasterly course from Syracuse, until a vessel is fairly 
out from under the lee of the mountain range, then tack about, 
and run in a northwesterly course toward the strait. After 
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having waited in the harbor for three days, and still finding 
the wind blowing from the west, the captain seems to have 
determined to wait no longer, but to put to sea, and take 
this roundabout course, zepteAGovres ; and so they “arrived at 
Rhegium.” This reading, which is the only probable one, is 
attested by $&§ as amended early in the seventh century, and 
all the other uncials except B, by all the cursives, and all the 
ancient versions. It is adopted, too, by all modern editors 
except Westcott and Hort. The other reading, which properly 
means “having taken away,” and which is altogether unsuited 
to the connection, differs from this only in the omission 
of a single letter. It looks as if an ancient scribe, not under- 
standing the meaning or seeing the applicableness of zepueA- 
@évres, and remembering that in the preceding chapter a similar 
word is used, considered the obscure term an erroneous reading, 
and by omitting one letter, changed it to make it correspond 
with the word found in xxvii. 40. And the fact that this read- 
ing is confined to these two kindred manuscripts, though after- 
wards corrected in one of them, confirms us in this position. 


XXViil. 16. 

The Revisers omit “the centurion delivered the prisoners to 
the captain of the guard; but.”. These words are not in XY, A, 
B, I, 61, and three other cursives, the Vulgate, the Peshito and 
Syriac Versions, the Memphitic, the Armenian, Erpenius’ Arabic, 
or Chrysostom, They appear, however, in H, L, P, 137, and 
nearly all the other cursives, a catena, Theophylact in both 
commentaries, as well as in the margin of the Philoxenian Syriac 
Version. They are generally considered an interpolation ; and 
possibly they are. But they may have been early omitted and 
for a while rejected, as embodying irrelevant matter, having no 
special connection with the immediate subject of Luke’s narra- 
tive. Yet they have every appearance of being genuine. After 
having referred to other prisoners than Paul (xxviii. 1, 42), it 
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is but natural that Luke should state in a word what befell 
them as well as Paul on their joint-arrival at Rome. There 
are no various readings here, as there generally are in inter- 
polated passages. And perhaps a still stronger evidence of 
genuineness is the presence of the article (rd) in connection 
with orparoreddpxyn, “the commander of the pretorian co- 
horts.” Originally, the command of the emperor’s body-guard 
was shared by ¢wo prefects. But, during the reign of Claudius, 
Burrus Afranius was appointed sole commander ; and he con- 
tinued to hold this position till the spring of a.p. 62. On his 
death, the command was again divided, as before, between two 
prefects. Now Paul arrived in Rome as a prisoner early in the 
spring of A.D. 61, or 62 at the very latest. So that Burrus 
must have been the captain of the guard to whom the prisoners 
were delivered. No one but Luke, however, in introducing a 
statement of this kind, would have been likely to keep so close 
to the truth of history. An interpolator would in all probability 
have said that the centurion delivered the prisoners either to 
“the captains of the guard,” or to “@ captain of the guard,” 
—“the captain” implying that there was but one, which is not 
in accordance with the well-known general history concerning 
the command of this guard. It can hardly be argued with 
justice that the article here denotes simply the captain of the 
guard to whom this matter was assigned, or whose duty it was 
(possibly for that day) to receive prisoners. The command 
of the emperor’s body-guard was an office in which, when there 
were two commanders, each shared the duties and responsi- 
bilities alike. Compare, for example, the following sentence: 
“‘'The State Treasurer turned over to ¢he select-man of the town 
of Utopia the funds voted by the Legislature for the relief of 
its sufferers.” It would hardly be said that that meant “the 
select-man whose duty it was to receive those funds,” unless 
there was something in the context or circumstances mentioned 
that plainly implied this. It would rather be understood to 
mean that there was but one select-man for that town, at that 
time at least. 
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i. 24. 


Rec. T. éavrots — themselves. 
Rey. T. atroits — themselves. 


The manuscripts that support the shorter form of this word 
are §, A, B, C, D first hand, and ten cursives. The common 
‘form is given by D third hand, E, G, K, L, P, the rest of the 
cursives, Origen, Didymus, Chrysostom twice, Theodoret, John 
Damascene, and others. The word is, no doubt, the reflexive. 
If it had been really necessary to substitute the shorter for the 
longer form, the rough breathing ought to have been employed 
also ; for the Revisers have translated it as a reflexive 3 and, 
among the old manuscripts, which have neither breathings nor 
accents, the reflexive is repeatedly written in this form. The 
change, especially the transforming of it into a personal pro- 
noun, can in no sense be called necessary to the revision of 
the English text. Compare Note on 1 John v. 18. 


li. 14. 
Rec. T. row — do. 
Rey. T. aovwsow — do. 


The change from the singular to the plural is in accordance 
with the reading of §&%, A, B, half a dozen cursives, Origen, 
Clement of Alexandria, and John Damascene ; but it is neither 
sustained nor favored by the apostle’s general use of verbs in 
connection with neuter plural nominatives. In the course of 
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least ninety times. Three of these are in the future ;! and 
these futures are all in the plural. But they are quoted from 
the Septuagint.2 Four are in the imperfect. These, on the 
other hand, are in the singular; for in 1 Cor. x. 11, the true 
reading is undoubtedly that of &%, B, C, K, L, twelve or more 
cursives, and several Fathers, rumixs ovvéBatvev, which is 
adopted by Tregelles, Tischendorf, and Westcott and Hort, 
and for the adoption of which there are stronger reasons than 
can be found for the adoption of the plural here.? Seven of 
these verbs are in the perfect, all of which are in the singular. 
Twenty are in the aorist; and of these, only two are in the 
plural, and they can be easily accounted for. In Rom. xv. 27, 
the verb is plural because of the connection in which it stands. 
The idea of plurality evidently prevailed in the apostle’s mind 
throughout the passage, and led instinctively to the plural form 
in both the verbs connected — the one directly, and the other 
indirectly — with the neuter plural subject. Hence, he natu- 
rally, if not necessarily, wrote ei yap rots mvevpatikols aiTov 
€xowadvyoav Ta COvyn, dpeiAovor Kal év Tois TapKiKo’s NevTovpyjoat 
avrois, “If the Gentiles have been made partakers of their 
[Hebrew Christians’ spiritual things, they [Gentile Christians ] 
ought also to minister to them in carnal things.” In 1 Cor. 
x. 6, the other instance in which the apostle employs the aorist 
in the plural, ratra 8 rvou ipo éyerpPyoar, “ Now these things 
were our examples,” — taking this to be the true construction, 
—the verb is similarly drawn into the plural by the plural 
predicate nominative réro. But we are inclined. to think that 
the true construction here requires us to take ratra adverbially, 
and not as a nominative. In that case, the real subject of this, 
as of the preceding, verb is airoé understood ; and the mean- 
ing is, “And in these respects (7.e. the two points mentioned 
in the preceding verse) they became examples (of warning) 


peigisneeaoies eee oe ee ae 
1 Rom. xv. 12; Gal. iii. 8; Heb. i. 12. 
2 Isa, xlii. 4; Gen. xviii. 18; xxii. 18; Psa. (ci. 28, or) cil, 27. 
3 See Note on 1 Cor. x. II. 
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for us.” In one other instance (2 Tim. iv. 17), Tregelles and 
the Revisers give the verb in the singular, in accordance with 
the common reading ; but Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf, 
and Westcott and Hort, following &, A, C, D, E, F, G, P, 17, and 
ten other cursives, read axovowow. In the remaining fifty-six 
instances, the verbs are in the present. In two or three of 
these, the manuscripts are more or less divided ; but the singular 
is commonly adopted. In only two of all the other instances, 
apart from the passage before us, is the plural unquestioningly 
admitted ; namely, 1 Cor. xii. 25, and xiv. 10.. In both these, 
as in the case of the plural aorists already noticed, the imme- 
diate context undoubtedly lent its influence in causing the verbs 
to be in the plural. This may have been the case here, —the 
plural otro, following on immediately after the verb, and at 
the same time representing the more remote evn, may have 
caused the apostle to use the plural zoow instead of the 
common singular form. It may be added that in no other 
instance, unless it be Gal. v. 17, radra dAAHAos avrixerrat, 
‘these things are contrary to each other,” where L, from fifteen 
to twenty cursives, John Damascene, and Theophylact employ 
the plural, does this disturbing influence in any degree appear. 
Neither the construction nor the meaning is in the least affected 
by the change which the Revisers have made; and, as it was 
in no wise essential to the attainment of the end for which 
they were chosen, perhaps it would have been as well to have 
left the Greek unchanged here, as it was in 1 Tim. v. 25, and 
2 Tim. iv. 17. 


lii. 2. 
Rec. T.  mpdrov pév yap Sr émorredOqnoav — chiefly, because that unto 
them were committed. 


Rev. T. mpdrov pév Sr. émoredOnoav — first of all, that they were 
entrusted with, 


The Revisers, in omitting yép, have followed B, D first hand, 
E, G, five cursives, the Vulgate, the Peshito Syriac, the Mem- 
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phitic, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, Chrysostom, John Damas- 
cene, Origen as represented by his Latin interpreter, and 
Ambrosiaster. ‘The omission has the appearance of an endeavor 
to free the sentence from an apparently superfluous element. 
It is hard to account for the presence of yap on the supposition 
that it is not genuine. The common but more difficult reading 
is the more strongly attested. It has the support of &, A, D 
third hand, K, L, nearly all the cursives, the Philoxenian Syriac 
Version, Eusebius, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Euthalius, Photius, 
Theophylact, and Gicumenius. King James’s Revisers evidently 
did not know what to do with yap. They made it introduce 
a reason for saying “chiefly,” or “first of all.” Its true use, 
however, is to introduce a reason for saying “much every 
way,” with special reference to the word “much.” But that 
reason is implied rather than given. Fully expressed, it would 
be mp@rov pev yap Td mepicoov éorw Ore k.t.X. ; literally, “ for, 
in the first place assuredly, they have the advantage that they 
were entrusted,” etc.; or briefly, “for, first of all, they were 
entrusted with the oracles of God.’’ On account of the ellipsis, 
Src does not need to be translated, as ydp itself often does not 
after d\Ad, “ but,” when the clause which the latter impliedly 
introduces is unexpressed." 


iii. 22. 


Rec. T. els wévras Kal érl mdvras Tovs muorevovras *— unto all and 
upon all them that believe. 
Rev. T. els wavras Tobs muotevovras * — unto all them that believe. 


The omission of the words rendered “and upon all” is sup- 
ported by §&& first hand, A, B, C, P, 47 first hand, 137, the 
Memphitic, Armenian, and both Ethiopic Versions, Clement. 
of Alexandria, Cyril, and Augustine. Origen also may be said 


Pac cn Ne SRN a a a ae i a I 

1 Compare ’AAAG yap Kal mepalvew on wpa, “But it is now high time 
to conclude.” Literally, “ But (I will say no more), for indeed it is already 
time to come to a conclusion.” — Xen. Anaé. IIL, ii. 32. 
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to favor this reading, though, instead of quoting the verse, he 
links together parts of this and the preceding verse. In other 
words, he cites what suits his purpose, and in so doing does not 
give the words “and upon all.” At the same time, these words 
are called for by § as amended early in the seventh century, 
D, E, F, G, K, L, nearly all the cursives, the Clementine Vul- 
gate, one manuscript of Jerome’s, the Peshito and Philoxenian 
Syriac Versions, Ambrosiaster, Chrysostom, Euthalius, Theodoret, 
Theophylact, and Cécumenius. There is no apparent reason 
why they should have been added, if not genuine. The sentence 
is not any more incomplete without them than with them. Nor 
is there anything that seems to demand their insertion by a 
glossarist. So far, then, transcriptional probability favors the 
presence of the expression. On the other hand, it is by no 
means strange that the words, if genuine, should have been 
omitted. Their absence in some documents may be due to the 
common transcriptional error of homototeleuton,—the tran- 
scriber’s eye having gone from the first rdyras to the second, 
and so caused him to overlook the intervening words. Or they 
may have been intentionally omitted from having been consid- 
ered redundant, apparently a mere repetition of the preceding 
phrase. The fact that several copies of the Vulgate and John 
Damascene retain the latter phrase while they omit the former, 
rather strengthens this belief. It must be borne in mind, too, 
that the reverence paid by second- and third-century transcribers 
to the apostolic writings, as Dr. Hort says, “was not of a kind 
that exacted a scrupulous jealousy as to their text as distin- 
guished from their substance,” and that “the Epistles bear 
abundant traces” of this laxity on their part.’ Besides, the 
accumulation of prepositions with the same object, so far from 
being contrary to the apostle’s habit of speaking, is in perfect 
accordance with it. Witness chapter xi. 36; Gal.i. 1; Eph. iv, 
6; Col. i. 16. So here, in the double phrase eis révras Kal emi 
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mdavras, he refers to the righteousness that is accounted to be- 
lievers as coming “ w/o all” and being “/or all” that believe, 
whether Jews or Gentiles, “ for there is no difference” between 
them before God. We are constrained therefore to consider 
the omitted words, though not contained in some ancient docu- 
ments, as a genuine reading, fully sustained by internal evidence, 
~ as well as supported from without. 


iv. 19. 
Rec. T. od katevénoe T5 Eavtod cdpa—he considered not his own 


body. 
Rev. T. xarevénoe Td Eavtod cdpa— he considered his own body. 


The common reading is attested by D, E, F, G, K, L, P; 
nearly all the cursives, the Old Latin Versions d, e, J; g& the 
Vulgate, the Philoxenian Syriac, Origen twice, Chrysostom 
according to one edition, Epiphanius, the Paschal Chronicle, 
Theophylact, CEcumenius, and Ambrosiaster. It is what Dr. 
Hort is pleased to call “a Western reading.”* The Revisers 
omit of in accordance with the testimony of &, A, B, C, 67 
second hand, 93, 137, two copies of the Vulgate, the Peshito 
Syriac, the Memphitic, Erpenius’ Arabic Version, John Damas- 
cene, and apparently Origen and Chrysostom in other places. 
It is thus strongly supported by the oldest known documents. 
And it yields what many consider an excellent meaning ; namely, 
that Abraham fully recognized his own condition, but was not 
staggered thereby. Still, we cannot but regard it as a false 
reading. Let us look at the real meaning of the original. The 
Revisers’ Greek does not mean, as their rendering indicates it 
does, that Abraham considered his own body as good as dead, 
etc., “without being weakened” in faith thereby. In other 
words, the verb doGeveiv does not mean “to be weakened,” but 
“to be weak.” By giving doQevjoas, “being weak,” its proper 
agit ee i 
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signification and omitting the second ‘negative as the Revisers 
have done, the reasoning will not be found to be very forcible 
or altogether conclusive: ‘And as he was not weak in faith, he 
considered his own body now as good as dead (he being about 
a hundred years old), and the deadness of Sarah’s womb ; but, 
looking unto the promise of God, he wavered not through un- 
belief.” The question arises, Why should it be said that he 
considered his own body as good as dead, etc., if he was strong 
in faith? What is the pertinence of saying that, as he was not 
weak in faith, he considered his own and his wife’s infirmities, 
etc.? It will not do to introduce, with Buttmann,’ the particle 
vey in connection with the verb, and read, “He considered 
indeed his own and Sarah’s condition, but nevertheless he 
wavered not.” The apostle, it is true, is somewhat loose in 
his use of zéy as compared with classical writers ; but in a case 
like this, where the presence of the particle is essential if the 
negative is not employed, the omission of pé is an offence of 
which, we can safely say, he could not have been guilty. To 
insert it here would be to make Greek for him instead of making 
English out of his Greek. The only satisfactory reading of the 
sentence is obtained by restoring the negative which the Re- 
visers have omitted. This makes the apostle say, beginning 
with verse 18: Abraham against hope hopefully believed that 
he would become the father of many nations, according to what 
had been told him; namely, So shall thy seed be. And, as he 
was not weak in faith, he did not take into account [the con- 
dition of] Ais own body, — that having already lost its power 
of procreation, he being about a hundred years old, —or the 
deadness of Sarah’s womb ; but depending upon the promise 
of God, so far from wavering in unbelief, he was strengthened 
in faith, giving glory to God, etc. The point is, that, being 
strong in faith, he did no? really consider his own and Sarah’s 
condition any obstacle in the way of their having a posterity ; 





1 Grammar of N. T. Greek, p. 356. 
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but, on the contrary, he believed that God would make good 
his promise, and confidently left it with him to do it. The 
whole drift and the very point of the apostle’s argument show 
that he must have used two negatives, — “ mo¢ weak in faith,” 
“did mo¢ consider.” But the second of these was evidently 
early omitted from the text by some meddling hand, perhaps 
under the idea that it was inconsistent with the statement given 
in Gen. xvii. 17; whereas, the true reference of the apostle is 
to Gen. xv. 5, 6. —Compare Meyer on the passage. 


v. I. 


Rec. T. elphvnv exopuev wpds Tov Ocdv — we have peace with God. 
Rev. T. elphynv exwpev mpds tov Oedv — let us have peace with God. 


The received reading here, which is that adopted by the 
American Committee of N. T. Revisers, is supported by  ¥’s 
contemporary “ proof reader,” B third hand, F, G, P, most of 
the cursives, and a few of the Fathers. The Canterbury Re- 
visers’ reading is that of the scribe of &%, A, B first hand, C, D, 
E, K, L, between thirty and forty cursives, the Latin versions 
of D, E, F, G, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, 
the Memphitic, the Armenian, and both forms of the Ethiopic 
Version. It is also supported by Origen, Titus of Bostra, 
Chrysostom, Euthalius, Cyril of Alexandria, Theodoret, John 
Damascene, Ambrosiaster, and others. External evidence 
therefore is greatly in favor of the Canterbury reading. 

This reading, however, is entirely unsuitable to the context, 
which is not hortatory but doctrinal and didactic. So far from 
being hortatory, the verse introduces the conclusion at which 
the apostle has now arrived. This is obvious from the word 
“therefore,” with which the chapter opens, and by which it is 
connected with what precedes. Having concluded the fore- 
going argument, the apostle goes on to show that, having been 
justified by faith, believers have peace with God. They are no 
longer regarded by him as enemies ; they have been placed on 
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a footing of reconciliation and peace with him through Jesus 
Christ. It is a truth which his readers needed to know in 
order to understand their true relations to God as believers in 
Jesus. But suppose we take the verse as an exhortation: 
“Therefore being justified by faith, let us have peace with God 
through our Lord Jesus Christ.” This implies two things. In 
the first place, it implies what is not true; namely, that those 
who are justified do not necessarily have peace with God. It 
ignores the very point which the apostle makes; and that is, 
that they have peace with God because of their having been 
justified by him. It implies also that there may be some other 
way of being at peace with him than through Christ, though 
the apostle would have his readers seek only that peace with 
God which is to be had through Christ. Both of these views, 
however, are antagonistic to the apostle’s belief and teaching, 
and consequently cannot be involved in his language. His 
words are not “ Let us have she peace of God”; that is, the 
inward consciousness of security which God imparts to be- 
lievers. This would be a proper subject of exhortation; but 
the other is not. Peace with God is the necessary consequence 
of justification. A believer may not be conscious of it; but 
this does not affect the truth that he has peace with God, and 
has it as a believer in Christ. The Greek subjunctive or Eng- 
lish imperative, therefore, calling upon him to have peace with 
God, is manifestly out of place. 
But this is not all. Intrinsic probability is still farther op- 
posed to this reading. Peace with God is not obtained by 
being sought. It follows as an immediate and necessary result 
of justification. The believer in Christ is one against whom 
God has no claims for punishment. God loves and deals with 
him as a child for whom only grace and goodness are in store. 
How then can believers, those who are already at peace with 
God through Jesus Christ, be reasonably exhorted to have this 
peace? There is not in all the New Testament an exhortation 
to this effect. And to suppose the apostle to have been capa- 
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ble of exhorting his readers as justified persons to have peace 
with God through Jesus Christ is simply to consider him 
unacquainted with the subject of which he was speaking. For 
him to have done it would have been a moral impossibility. 
And yet the five oldest manuscripts represent him as having 
done it. The erroneous reading— for it is nothing else — 
originated in simply mistaking O for Q, an error of common 
occurrence among ancient manuscripts. The same itacism 
appears among several of them in 1 Cor. xv. 49, making the 
apostle say, “ Ze¢ us dear the image of the heavenly.”* The 
Revisers, however, in their text, very properly read the indica- 
tive, “we shall bear,” notwithstanding that four of the five 
great uncials, together with other manuscripts, have the sub- 
junctive. An exhortation to bear the image of the heavenly 
would, however, be no more out of place there, or out of har- 
mony with the context, than is the exhortation to believers to- 
have peace with God through their Lord Jesus Christ. The 
opposite error of writing o for is also occasionally found in 
the best manuscripts. Thus, in Rom. xiv. 19, duoxopey appears 
in &, A, B, F, G, L, P, etc., instead of duoxwpev.” Yet the Re- 








1 The following are a few other instances. In Rom. v. 10, Codex L and 
a few cursives have cwOnowpeba, “we should be saved,” for cwOynobueba, 
«we shall be saved,” though in the preceding verse they give the word 
correctly, in the future indicative. Int Cor. xiv. 15, where the Received 
Text reads, with B, K, L, 17, 37, and the great body of the cursives, mpoce- 
Uiouar TS mvevpart, mporevsouat dé, “I will pray with the spirit, and will 
pray,” etc., A, D, E, F, G, P, and three cursives read mpocevéwmat . 
mpoceviwpar 6, “ Let me pray with the spirit, and let me pray,” etc., while 
the Sinaitic Codex reads mpocevEwuat .. . mpocevéouat dé, “ Let me pray 
with the spirit, and I will pray,” etc. On this, Principal Edwards says 
(Commentary on I Corinthians), “The future indicative yields a meaning 
so much more satisfactory that it must be accepted. ... The best manu- 
scripts often confound o with w. If it were hortatory, we should have 
expected the plural.” But he says nothing of the peculiar reading of the 
Sinaitic Codex, which virtually makes the apostle say, “ If I can only pray 
with the spirit, I will pray with the understanding also.” 

2 In the first verse of chapter vi. 8, K, P, a number of cursives, and the 
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visers, in this case, discard the testimony of these manuscripts, ' 
and following what are commonly considered less trustworthy 
witnesses read, as does the Received Text, “ Let us follow after 
things that make for peace.” Still, they deem it necessary to 
say in the margin, “ Many ancient authorities read we follow,” 
even though it is evidently a false reading. Prebendary 
Humphry seeks to justify the reading “Let us have peace 
with God” by a reference to Heb. xii. 28.. But the two cases 
are by no means parallel. The former is out of harmony with 
the context, and is really an incredible reading ; whereas the 
exhortation to have a thankful heart or to be thankful is per- 
fectly natural and legitimate, and accords with the context. 

If there is anything that should put the textual critic on his 
guard against an over-confidence in the old manuscripts, it is 
the fact of the existence among them of errors such as these. 
They reveal, on the part of copyists, not merely carelessness, 
but ignorance of the first principles of Christian experience, 
and a lack of heart to enter into the meaning of the sacred 
writers, in some of their utterances at least, 


Vv. 2. 


The ancient authorities referred to in the marginal note as. 
omitting “by faith” are B, D, E, F, G, the Roman Ethiopic 
Version, and Origen in two instances, But the genuineness of 
the words is attested by & first hand, C, K, L, P, nearly all the 
cursives, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the 
Memphitic, the Armenian, Platt’s Ethiopic, Origen in two other 





Memphitic Version read the present indicative émiuévouer, “ we continue,” 
for the present subjunctive ériuévwuer, “let us continue.” In viii. 26,1), 
K, L, P, more than seventy cursives, and several of the Fathers, including 
Origen, have the future indicative Tpocevéd pueda, * we shall pray,” instead 
of the aorist subjunctive Tpocevédueda, “ we should pray.” Also, in Heb. 
xii. 28, 8%, K, P, 31, and many other cursives have exopmev, “ we have,” for 
Exwuev, “let us have,” 
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instances, Chrysostom once, Euthalius, Cyril, Theodoret, John 
Damascene, Ambrosiaster, and others ; as well as by the read- 
ing, év rH wiore (in $§ as amended by its contemporary reviser, 
A, 93, 124, Titus of Bostra, and Chrysostom in the same con- 
nection as before), which is simply the true reading with the 
final letters of the preceding éoxyxan€N repeated and pre- 
fixed. Griesbach and Tischendorf, as well as the Revisers, 
retain the words. But Lachmann rejects them, Westcott and 
Hort bracket them, and Tregelles questions their genuineness. 
But the fact that they may be omitted without injury to the: 
sense is presumptive evidence not only that they are a part of 
the original text, but that they were really omitted in a few 
copies as superfluous. 


v. 6. 
Rec. T. kara katpév — in due time. 
Rev. T. éru kata Karpov — in due season. 


By adopting this reading, the Revisers repeat éru, but do not 
translate it. Nor can it be translated without letting é in the 
beginning of the verse go untranslated. The word is repeated 
in &, A, C, D first hand, two cursives, Epiphanius, and John 
Damascene. But it was evidently introduced here by some early 
scribe, who, having associated it with doGevav, the meaning 
of which is modified by it, carried it along in his mind, and 
inserted. it after this word, not realizing that he had already 
written it in its proper place. Afterwards, certain transcribers, 
as those of &%, A, C, D, and others, in the mechanical per- 
formance of their duty, allowed both readings to remain, 
apparently without questioning their propriety. But the scribe 
of B, or one of his predecessors, was evidently perplexed by 
this double use of érv. In his quandary, he took the second to 
be the true reading, inasmuch as it stood in immediate con- 
nection with the word to be modified by it. But he changed: 
én. yap, in the beginning of the verse, to & ye, “if indeed,” 
a reading found elsewhere only in Westcott and Hort, to 
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which Dr. Hort, for himself, adds the note, “But e wep [for 
which there is no authority whatever] would better explain all 
the variations, and be equally appropriate.’’’ Other scribes 
and translators, most of them retaining, like B, the second ér, 
changed ért yap somewhat differently. The Peshito Syriac 
Version transformed it to ei dé, “and if.” One cursive, the 
original text of the Codex Fuldensis of the Vulgate, Isidore of 
Pelusium, and Augustine read «i ydp, “ for if.” The Memphitic 
Version has “ for if yet.” D as amended at an early date, F, 
G, the Vulgate generally, and a few Latin witnesses read cis ré 
yap, ut guid enim, “for why.” “The misplacement of the éru 
[z.e. its insertion after éoSevav] came to predominate because 
a church-lesson began with Xpuords.”— Meyer. This misplace- 
ment is given as genuine by §, A, B, C, D first hand, F, G, two 
cursives, the Vulgate, the Philoxenian Syriac, possibly Irenzeus, 
Epiphanius, and John Damascene. But it is omitted by D third 
hand, E, K, L, P, nearly all the cursives, the Peshito Syriac, 
the Memphitic, the Armenian, both forms of the Ethiopic, and 
Origen twice. In view of all this evidence, internal and external, 
the second é must be considered no part of the original 
reading. Its insertion in any modern Greek text of the New 
Testament is but a servile acceptance of the testimony of a few 
old manuscripts as authoritative, even though they present as 
the true reading a palpable error that is easily accounted for, 
and that makes an untranslatable combination of words. 


v.17. 


The marginal note, “Some ancient authorities omit of the 
sift,” is hardly worthy of a place here, the omission being 
found in no manuscript but B, and the cursive 49. Irenzus 
gives the passage once, and Origen twice, without the phrase, 
as do Chrysostom and Augustine. But they evidently regarded 
oe ee ee 
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“of the gift” and “of righteousness’? as synonymous, either 

of which, in their view, expressed the apostle’s meaning with- 

out the other. Hence Origen, after quoting the passage twice 

without ris Swpeds, three pages further on quotes it with these 

words but without ris ducatoovvns. The scribe of B, or perhaps . 
some preceding scribe, in all probability took the same view, 

omitting “of the gift,” while the scribe of C and the copyist 

of 70, taking the same view, retained “ of the gift,” but rejected 
“ of righteousness.” The omission of ris dwpeds in B is simply 

one of those abbreviated forms of speech that abound in the 

Vatican Codex, and is no more worthy of notice than is C’s 

omission of ris Sixatoovns. Three other examples of a similar | 
nature occur in B in this very chapter; namely, the omission 

of & @eds in verse 8, of xpuorod after “Inood in verse 11, and of 

kai, “also,” after ovrw, “so,” in verse 15. In-all these instances 

of omission in B, except that of 6 @eds, verse 8, the omitted 

word or words have been bracketed by Westcott and Hort as 

of somewhat questionable genuineness ; though, for the same 

reason 6 @eés might have been bracketed as well as the others. 

The Revisers, however, have no marginal notes acquainting the 

reader of these omissions, nor of the omission of ris dixacoodvys 

by C, 70 first hand, and Origen ; though all of them deserve it 

quite as much as the one noted by them. 


Vii. 23. 

Rec. T. alypadorifovrd pe to vow — bringing me into captivity to 
the law. 

Rev. T. alxpadorifovra pe év TH von — bringing me into captivity 
under the law. 

The Revisers’ Text, understood as rendered by them, pre- 
sents a harsh and unnatural construction ; for the verb itself 
means “to bring under control,” “ to subdue,” and, in circum- 
stances like this, calls for a dative. If év is properly employed 
here, the only legitimate construction is that of the instrumental 
dative: “bringing me into captivity dy means of (or through) - 


Felgee 
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the law of sin”; as Theodoret and others who adopt this read- 
ingy understand it. But Paul can hardly be supposed to have 
said, “I see a different aw in my members warring against the 
lavy of my mind, and bringing me into captivity THROUGH Zhe Jaw 
of 'sin which is in my members.” An ignorant scribe or anno- 
iN however, not being able otherwise to understand the 
ap¢ostle, would very naturally have inserted év, or written it upon 
theé margin, to aid the construction, or to explain the meaning. 
Its! presence is attested by what might ordinarily be regarded 
a tolerably strong group of uncials, —§X, B, D, E, F, G, K;'P: 
But when we look at some of the readings presented by B in 
the immediate context, our confidence in its testimony here is 
shaken, and we fear that the rest of the group have also been 
betrayed into giving false testimony. In only the preceding 
verse, for example, B stands alone in reading rod vods, “ of my 
mind,” for rod @eod, “of God.” Again, four verses farther on 
(viii. 2), &%, B, F, G, unite in giving what Dr. Hort pronounces 
“a very unlikely reading ” ; namely, oe for pe, z.e. “thee” for 
“me,” after €AevOépwoe, “freed.” With such obvious errors 
in the Vatican manuscript so close at hand, we may be par- 
doned if we place very little confidence in its testimony in 
upholding év as a genuine reading. The common reading is 
supported by A, C, L, most of the cursives, the Peshito and 
Philoxenian Syriac, the Armenian, and several Fathers. It has 
also every appearance of being genuine, — which is more than 
can be said of the Revisers’ reading. 


viii. rr. 

It has long been a question which of the two readings is the 
true one, — that of the text, « by” or “ through ” his Spirit, or 
that of the margin, “because: of ” his Spirit. The former is 
attested by &%, A, C, P second hand, less than twenty cursives, 
the Memphitic, Woide’s Thebaic, the Armenian, both Ethiopic 


Versions, Clement of Alexandria, Hippolytus of Portus, Atha- 
nasius, Didymus, Basil, Epiphanius, Cyril of Jerusalem, Chrys- 
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ostom, Cyril of Alexandria, Macarius, John Damascene, and 
others. The latter is vouched for by B, D, E, F, G, K, L, P 
first hand, about seventy cursives, Mai’s Extracts,’ the Vulgate, 
the Peshito Syriac, the Thebaic according to Griesbach, Origen 
again and again, Irenzeus, Methodius according to Epiphanius, 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Euthalius, Severianus, Tertullian, Hil- 
ary, Ambrosiaster, and many others. But the question cannot 
really be decided by documentary evidence alone. This is 
about equally divided. Internal evidence:is altogether in favor 
of the marginal reading, —“ on account of: his Spirit.” The 
New Testament nowhere teaches that the “quickening” of 
our mortal bodies at the resurrection is to be effected through 
the agency of the Holy Spirit, as the reading of the text would 
lead one to suppose it is to be.? It is everywhere “God who 
quickeneth the dead” through our Lord Jesus Christ.2 And it 
is because believers are Christ’s that they are to be raised from 
the dead, and endued with immortal bodies. In other words, 
it is Because of the Spirit of God that dwells in them. Hence, 
with the attestation which this reading has, we need not hesi- 
tate to adopt it as the true reading. Its teaching is that God, 
who restored to life him in whom dwelt the /wdness of the 
Spirit, will in due time bring out from among the dead the 
bodies of believers, because of their being endued with 
the same Spirit. 











1 A compilation (7) of New Testament readings extracted by Cardinal 
Angelo Mai, 1843, from the Speculum, a Latin work ascribed to Augustine. 

2 Jesus indeed says, John vi. 63, “ It is the spirit that quickeneth; the 
flesh profiteth nothing.” There is no allusion here, however, to the resur- 
rection. Christ refers simply to the life-giving principle in man in distinc- 
tion from the substance of his body. His meaning is, The spirit is that 
which animates the body, not the body that which animates the spirit. For 
this purpose the body, “the flesh,” is of no account. To this animating 
principle in man he likens his own words: they are an animating principle, 
they are the source of spiritual life. Compare I Pet. iii. 18, R. V. 

8 See John v. 21; vi. 393 xi. 25; Rom. iv. 17; 1 Cor. xv. 21, 22, 45, 573 
2 Cor. iv. 14; Eph. i. 10, 19, 20; I Thess. iv. 14, 16. 
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Vili. 24. 

Rec. T. 6 ydp Bdge. tis, Th kal éharlter;— for what a man seeth, 
why doth he yet hope for? 

Rev. T. 6 yap BAérre, tls éAmfe.;— for who hopeth for that which 
he seeth? 

The Revisers have adopted, with Westcott and Hort, a read- 
ing found only in B first hand, and on the margin of the 
eleventh- or twelfth-century cursive 47,— testimony in itself 
very far from being conclusive, or even of preponderant weight. 
Had this been the original reading, it seems impossible that 
the other should have crowded it out of every known document 
but two, especially when we consider that, on the supposition 
that it is genuine, it is difficult to see how the other could have 
got into the text. The reading is not only improbable ; it is 
not in strict harmony with the context. It seems to be one of 
B’s abbreviated forms, partially corrected, almost as soon as 
made, by the insertion of ri after rés. Ti was evidently dropped 
as superfluous, because the apostle’s words were misunderstood, 
— ris having been taken interrogatively, and the question sup- 
posed to mean, “For who also hopes for what he sees?” This 
was the first step, leaving the text as given by only two hands, 
the original scribes of $$ and 47. But xaé also was felt by others 
to be unnecessary. Hence its omission in B, and its removal, 
at least eight centuries afterwards, from Codex 47, by some 
reader who probably was able to compare that manuscript with 
B, and consequently noted on its margin, “ Anciently it read 
thus”; z.¢. without ré xa. But, while xaé was thought by many 
to be needless, r/ was restored in B by its contemporary reviser, 
and retained by the scribes of D, F, G, and their Latin trans- 
lators ; also by the translators of the Vulgate and the Peshito 
Syriac, and by Origen, Chrysostom, Cyprian, Ambrosiaster, and 
others, — all of whom omitted the xaé. The true reading is, no 
doubt, that of the Received Text, which is attested by \’s 
seventh-century corrector, A, C, K, L, P, nearly every cursive, 


ROMANS. 157 


the Philoxenian Syriac, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, Clement, 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, and John Damascene ; and virtually, 
also, by B as corrected by its early reviser, D, F, G, and the 
other witnesses that retain ri, though they omit xa/,— the 
omission of this word not materially affecting the apostle’s 
thought, which centres on the hope itself, not on the person 
who may be indulging it, as the Revisers’ reading evidently 
makes it. 


Viii. 35. 


The marginal note, stating that some ancient authorities read 
“of God” where the text reads “of Christ,” would be more 
satisfactory if it stated the facts in the case. The Sinaitic 
manuscript, seven cursives, a lectionary of the Latin Vulgate, 
together with Origen, Eusebius, Ephraem Syrus, Basil, Hilary, 
Jerome, Epiphanius, and others read “cf God” ;—some of 
these Fathers giving this reading repeatedly. But the Vatican 
Codex alone of all the ancient manuscripts of the New Testa- 
ment, reads “of God which is in Christ Jesus,” —a reading 
evidently taken from verse 39 by some ancient copyist who 
regarded the words “the love of Christ” as conflicting with 
the expression “ the love of God which is in Christ Jesus,” and 
so changed the former to correspond with the latter. Origen, 
in two out of his ten or more citations of this passage, also 
gives the reading, “ the love of God which is in Christ Jesusys: 
while in another place he gives the whole expression as it 
stands in verse 39, “the love of God which is in Christ Jesus 
our Lord.” The previously mentioned witnesses, however, 
were satisfied with substituting simply, “of God,” for “of 
Christ,” as that sufficed to obviate the supposed difficulty. 
The reading really deserves no notice. Westcott and Hort, 
however, insert it in their margin, on the principle, we 
presume, that no readings of \¥, B, can safely be rejected 
absolutely. 
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viii. 38. 


Rec. T. ode dpxal obre Suvdpers ote éverrara ove péd\dXovra. — 
nor principalities, nor powers, nor things present, nor things to come. 

Rev. T. ore dpxal otre évertGra otre péAovra. ode Suvdpers — nor 
principalities, nor things present, nor things to come, nor powers. 


The reading of the Revisers is- strongly supported by docu- 
mentary evidence,—the common reading having only the 
attestation of K, L, the cursives as a body, the Peshito Syriac, 
the Gothic, and a few Fathers, Chrysostom several times. 
But the truth is, that the documents indicate early and great 
confusion among copyists, translators, and others, in the giving 
of this verse, —some transposing, some adding to, some taking 
from, and some otherwise changing, the terms given by the 
apostle. The reading seems to have originated with an early 
copyist, in omitting duvdpes ovre by homototeleuton. Some one, 
afterwards observing the omission, probably placed ovre duvapets 
in the margin, whence the words were transferred to the text, but 
put in the wrong place. That she apostle should have made this 
arrangement is incredible. His mind was one that grouped 
objects together naturally. This is obvious everywhere. Hence 
we may be assured that he could not have inserted “ powers” 
between “ things to come” and “ height,” with neither of which 
it has any affinity in thought. Again, dpya/, in the sense of 
principalities, is a word which he nowhere else uses alone. 
He generally couples it with éfovoca, “ powers,” as in Eph. iii. 
ro Vviea25 Colti. 165 dione Titans 15) In a) Cor-xvieg and 
Eph. i. 21, he uses the singular in connection with both éfovaia 
and dvvayts. It is hardly possible, therefore, for him to have 
used dvvdes in this connection without coupling it with dpxai. 
This constrains us to believe that its true place is after dpyat, 
— a position from which it was early displaced by some careless 
transcriber. To say that the apostle dictated the terms in the 
order given by the Revisers because, as some say, he meant 
“powers” in the most general sense of the term, is, at best, 
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only an attempt to defend a false reading. There is nothing 
in the context to indicate that such was the case. A glance at 
the passage shows, rather, that duvdmers is called for after dpxa', 
or else not at all. With this word, it forms a compound term, 
“principalities and powers,” by which, as by the similar expres- 
sion in Eph. vi. 12, the apostle designates those evil spiritual 
agencies against which the Christian has to contend. This 
seems obvious from the contrasts running through the passage, 
— death and life, angels and evil spirits, things present and 
things to come, height and depth, — a succession of antitheses, 
followed by the all-embracing specification, “nor any other 
created object.” This gives concinnity and harmony to the 
whole train of thought. But the other order not only breaks 
up this adaptation of terms to each other, and leaves us without 
any apparent reason for the introduction of Suvdues, but repre- 
sents the apostle as employing two words in a strangely un- 
Pauline manner. It will, no doubt, be said, “ But we must 
take the text as we find it, and not try to shape it to our notions 
of what it should be.” Very true. But what is the text? Not 
necessarily what a few of the oldest known documents, say the 
five oldest extant manuscripts, present to us. If it were, all we 
should need to do, would be to. follow them without any regard 
to other witnesses. But this we cannot do, for no two of them 
present the same text. They are. continually in conflict, more 
or less, one with another. In one verse, they may be united in 
presenting a true reading ; in the next, be more or less divided 
between true and false readings ; while, in the third, they may 
conspire in presenting a spurious reading. We are not pleading 
for conjectural readings. The reading we adhere to as present- 
ing the apostle’s language here is by no means without support. 
It is sustained not only by the oldest known version of the New 
Testament, which fact ought to have some weight, but by strong, 
if not overwhelming, intrinsic probability. Internal evidence 
of this character supported by a comparatively few documents 
is often stronger testimony in favor of a reading than that of 
scores and even hundreds of external witnesses to the contrary. 
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X. 3. 


Rec. T. thv tSlav Sixaoctvyy {nrotvres orioat— going about to 
establish their own righteousness. 
Rev. T. thy Slav {nrotvres or foot — seeking to establish their own. 


There is hardly sufficient warrant for the omission of ‘ right- 
eousness”” here. The manuscript testimony is about equally 
divided between the two readings. But the internal evidence 
strongly favors the received reading. The apostle as the orig- 
inal writer would naturally give this, the word embodying the 
most prominent idea in his mind, in each of the three instances 
in which it appears in the verse ; while a critical reader would 
be tempted to improve the phrasing by striking out the word 
if possible in at least one of the three instances, so as to avoid 
its unpleasant recurrence. The word appears here in &, F, G, 
K, L, nearly all the cursives, the Syriac Versions, both forms of 
the Ethiopic, the Gothic, Irenzeus, Origen, Tertullian, Chrysos- 
tom, Cyril, Theodoret, Ambrose, and others, but is omitted in 
A, B, D, E, P, three cursives, the Vulgate, the Memphitic, the 
Armenian, Origen again, Clement, Basil, Chrysostom too, and 
Cyril, Augustine, and others. It would hardly have found a 
place here if it were not genuine. 


53 


Rec. T. Macfs yap ypddet thy Stkatordvyy thy é Tod vépou ort 6 
Toujoas ata avOpwos Lihcerat év airots — For Moses describeth the 
righteousness which is of the law, That the man which doeth those things 
shall live by them. 


Rev. T. Mocfis yap ypader ott thy Suxatocivyy Thy ék vopov 6 Trott- 
cas &vOpwros Lhoerat év abty —For Moses writeth that the man that 
doeth the righteousness which is of the law shall live thereby. 


This verse is given as a reason for the statement contained 
in the preceding verse; namely, that, to every one. that be- 
lieveth, Christ is the end of law unto righteousness. Having 
thus spoken of the observance of the law as a means to right- 
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eousness, the apostle seeks to confirm the statement. by saying, 
not because Moses writes that the man that doeth the right- 
eousness which is of the law shall live by that righteousness 
(Moses nowhere makes such a statement) ; but because Moses 
describes the righteousness which is of the law to be, that the 
-man who doe¢h the things prescribed by the law shall live by 
them, z.e. by fulfilling those requirements, as stated in Lev. 
xvili. 5 and Gal. iii. 12. In other words, Moses represents the 
righteousness required by law as consisting in the doing of 
something. But Christ is the end of all this. The righteous- 
ness of the gospel consists in de/eving. As far as the law was a 
means to righteousness, it ceased with Christ’s fulfilment of it. 
Now there have evidently been a number of alterations made 
in the apostle’s language here by different manuscripts. In 
the first place, there was no apparent antecedent for aird; hence 
this must needs be dropped. Then there was no antecedent 
for airots, and this must be changed to airy, so as to refer back 
to dixatoovvnv. But, since this failed to give a reading altogether 
satisfactory, it was thought necessary to remove 6éru, and place it 
immediately after ypag¢e. But, while this may improve the sense, 
it makes a misstatement, and destroys the apostle’s argument. 
The apostle is simply quoting here, as he is also in Gal. iii. 12, 
in support of his position, the language of Moses as given by 
the LXX. That he should not quote it in this verse, where his 
reasoning calls for it, and yet should quote it in a similar con- 
nection in the other epistle, is incredible. It should be allowed 
to stand unchanged, as the Received Text presents it, in both 
places. These alterations were made, of course, during the 
second or third century, those early days when the New-Testa- 
ment Scriptures were so freely tampered with. 


AQ: 
The reading of the margin, “confess the word with thy 


mouth, that Jesus is Lord,” is a reading of the Vatican manu- 
script, found also in Clement of Alexandria, and partly followed 
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by a single cursive, 71, and in another part by a single version, 
—the Memphitic. It deserves no notice, however, having 
nothing to commend it, and being unsupported by any evi- 
dence of weight. In consequence of Westcott and Hort’s 
reverence for the Vatican manuscript, it is adopted by them. 
Hence its appearance in the Revisers’ margin. 


x-kya 


Rec. T. ris Alins kal ris medryros — of the root and fatness. 
Rev. T. ris plt{ns ris midrntos — of the root of the fatness. 


The only evidence in support of the Revisers’ reading is the: 
testimony of &% first hand, B, and C. John Damascene in 
different places seems to favor both readings. Tischendorf. 
conjectures that the presence of the conjunction in the com- 
monly accepted reading is due to the troublesome nature of 
the reading presented by these three manuscripts. But the 
more troublesome fact concerning this reading is that it is 
found in only three manuscripts, and receives no support from 
internal evidence. The absence of the conjunction in certain 
ancient exemplars may account for the reading found in D 
first hand, F, G, and their accompanying Latin versions, which 
omit ris pi<ys kai. But, no doubt, cad was accidentally omitted 
by some early transcriber from whose copy these manuscripts 
are descended, while &’s seventh-century emendator, A, D as 
afterwards corrected, E, L, P, all the cursives, the Vulgate, the 
Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Gothic, the Armenian, the 
Ethiopic have descended from exemplars not thus vitiated. 
Admitting that the Revisers’ Text presents the true reading, 
what does pila, “root,” here mean? Prebendary Humphry, 
himself one of the New-Testament Revisers, says, ‘‘ the source 
‘and origin of its richness.” If this is true, the apostle does 
not use the word literally, but figuratively, as in 1 Tim. vi. 
ro. Yet, in both the previous and the succeeding verse, he 
contrasts “root”? with “branches,” and means thereby the 
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literal root, the underground part of the tree of which he is 
speaking. Even in this verse, he refers to the branches no less 
than three times, and the last time in such a way as to leave no 
room to suppose that he means anything different from what 
he means in the other verses: “Thou didst become partaker 
in common with the branches of the root (as well as the fat- 
ness) of the olive tree.” The meaning of which evidently is 
that the Gentile, being incorporated by faith into the true Is- 
rael, denoted by the olive tree, becomes, together with those 
among whoni he is incorporated, a partaker of the root, z.e. of 
Christ, and of the fatness of the tree, z.e. of the blessings which 
believers derive from Christ. Compare with this the revised 
reading: “Thou didst become partaker with the branches of 
the root (or source) of the fatness of the olive tree,” ze. of 
Christ. But why this roundabout phrase, “the root of the fat- 
ness”? The fatness of the olive tree is something that has 
not been referred to in any previous verse so.as to make the 
expression “the root (or source) of the fatness” at all perti- 
nent or called for. Had this been the apostle’s meaning, he 
would naturally have said, ‘ become partakers with them of the 
root of the olive tree.” But this is only half of his meaning. 
Or, if his words had been written in the reverse order and 
without the conjunction, so as to allow of their being rendered, 
as in the Memphitic Version, “ partaker with them of the fa/- 
ness of the root of the olive tree,” the word “root” still having 
the same signification as in the verses preceding and following, 
the reading would be more natural, and more in harmony 
with the context, though it would transfer the idea of fatness 
from the tree to the root. But to say that “root’”’ here means 
not the root of the olive tree, but the source of its richness, is 
to give an exceedingly lame defence for an obviously false 
reading. The truth is, the revised reading is a long-discarded 
error, utterly unworthy of being revived. It disappeared soon 
after it originated, and should have been left among the old 
manuscripts where it was found. 
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Xi ils 


The reading of the marginal note, “ serving the opportunity ” 
instead of “serving the Lord,” is attested only by D first hand, 
F, G, one cursive, a few Latin versions and Latin Fathers. It 
is not the weight of documentary evidence that seems to have 
called forth the note, but the fact that many commentators and 
scholars have thought, and perhaps still think, this the true 
reading. Even so able a commentator as Meyer, while admit- 
ting that “ xvp/ is certainly the oldest and most diffused read- 
ing,” says “if it were original, we cannot well see why xatpd 
should have been substituted for it.” It could not have been 
done intentionally. But we need not be at a loss to see that 
some copyist might easily have mistaken the abbreviation 
KPW [xvpie] for KPW [xatpd], these being the forms in 
which these words were anciently written. This would have 
been the more readily done if the scribe regarded, as he prob- 
ably did regard, the injunction as only another way of expres- 
sing what we find in Eph. v. 16, and Col. iv.5. The main 
objection urged against xvpiw is that “serving the Lord” isa 
precept not suited to the context ; that, while it enjoins a com- 
prehensive duty, the injunction is thrown in as an independent 
precept among others of special and less comprehensive range. 
This, however, is a false view of the passage. The apostle had 
said, “In zeal, be not backward ; in spirit, be fervent.” Then, 
lest any one should misunderstand or pervert his meaning, he 
adds as a qualifying clause referring back to both these injunc- 
tions, “serving the Lord.’”’ It shows in whose service he would 
have their zeal and earnestness employed. The words, so far 
from being superfluous or misplaced, are necessary; they are 
altogether pertinent. As an addition to the two previous 
clauses, they are perfectly Pauline, somewhat similar in effect to 
the qualifying phrase “in the Lord” affixed to various expres- 
sions or clauses in this epistle and elsewhere. The reading 
“serving the time,” or “serving the opportunity,” as a possibly 
genuine reading, is really deserving of no consideration whatever. 
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xiii. rr. 


Rec. T. dpa pads 75y e tarvov éyepOfjvar—now it is high time to 
awake out of sleep; z.e. for us to awake, etc. 

Rev. T. dpa 45y bpds e€ tavou éyep0fjvar— now it is high time for 
you to awake out of sleep. 


The common reading, jas, is attested by \¥’s seventh- 
century emendator, D, E, F, G, L, nearly every cursive, the 
Vulgate, the Peshito Syriac, the Memphitic, the Thebaic, the 
Armenian, the Gothic, Chrysostom, Theodoret, John Damas- 
cene, and others. The Philoxenian Syriac and Ethiopic Ver- 
sions, and Origen and Cyril, like our A. V., omit the pronoun. 
The revised reading is that of & first hand, A, B, C, P, three 
cursives, and one passage of Clement of Alexandria, — not 
overwhelming evidence, it must be confessed. It is adopted, 
however, by Tischendorf, Alford, and Westcott and Hort, as 
well as the Revisers; while Lachmann, Tregelles, Meyer, and 
others adopt the received as the genuine reading. It looks 
like a change made to save the apostle from including himself 
among those needing to awake out of sleep, — a change favored 
by the participle «iddres, “since ye know.” Or it may have 
been thought to be the only proper word to follow the passive 
verb, éyepOjvar, taken in the sense of deing roused, rather than 
in its later intransitive and more common New-Testament sense 
of awaking ; as if the apostle meant to say, “It is high time for 
you to be aroused from your sleep” ;— the necessary rousing 
or awakening to be effected by his words to them. But we 
have no evidence that the Christians at Rome were asleep 
more than others, so as to make it necessary for the apostle to 
say to them particularly, “It is high time for you to awake,” 
or, “ for you to be roused.” ‘The exhortation, from his stand- 
point in reference to Christ’s second coming, was one applicable 
to Christians generally, on whose behalf he is here speaking. 
It is therefore altogether unnatural for him to say, — indeed, 
improbable that he should have said, “It is time for you to 
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awake.” In the succeeding verses, he did not hesitate to in- 
clude himself among those who should cast off the works of 
darkness, put on the armor of light, and walk honestly, not in 
revelling, etc. We are confirmed in the conclusion that he 
must have written Aas instead of twas by the fact that it was 
not Paul’s manner of writing to give an irrelevant reason for 
anything. And yet, if the Revisers are right, he has done it in 
saying viv yap éyyvrepov )uav 7 cwrypia, whether we render it, 
with the A. V., “for now is our salvation nearer,” or, with the 
R. V., “ for now is salvation nearer to us,” than when we believed. 
To give a consistent reason for saying “ you should awake,” one 
would naturally say, “ For now is your salvation nearer,” or, 
“ now is salvation nearer Zo you.’ “Ypas seems to be an early 
alteration that gained but little favor, and was confined to 
Alexandria, where it undoubtedly originated. 


xiv. 4. 


Rec. T. 6 @eds— God. © 
Rev. T. 6 Képtos— the Lord. 


“For the Lord hath power to make him stand.” This reading 
is attested by the four oldest uncials, together with P, a ninth- 
century uncial, and is also the reading of the Memphitic, The- 
baic, Armenian, Gothic, and Ethiopic Versions. The Peshito 
Syriac Version, which is two centuries older than the Vatican 
Codex, translates the verse as follows: “Who art thou, that 
thou judgest a servant not thine own, who, if he standeth, 
standeth fo his Lord; and if he falleth, he falleth to his Lord? 
But he will assuredly stand ; for his Lord hath power to estab- 
lish him,” — explaining the Greek 6 @eds by an additional use 
of the phrase, “his Lord.” It is not an uncommon thing for 
this Version to insert a gloss, instead of closely following the 
original. (The Philoxenian Syriac, which is noted for its ex- 
treme literalness, has “God,” not “the Lord,” here.) This 
gloss of the Peshito Version was afterwards introduced into the 
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margin of certain Eastern Greek manuscripts, and, in conse- 
quence of its repeated occurrence in the sixth and following 
verses, readily passed from the margin into the text of subse- 
quent Alexandrian manuscripts, not in the form, “his Lord,” 
but “the Lord,” 6 xpos. It is evidently what Dr. Hort would 
call “a Syrian reading.” The true reading is 6 @eds, the word 
that appeared in other manuscripts, and still appears in D, 
E, F, G, L, and the whole body of the cursives, as well as 
in the Vulgate and Old Latin Versions. This is also the read- 
ing of the Fathers generally, from Origen downward. It is 
not taken, as Tischendorf intimates it might be, from verse 3, 
“‘for God hath received him.” There, there was no motive for 
changing “ God ” to “the Lord,” as there was here ; otherwise 
the change would doubtless have been made, and the entire 
context would have favored it. 


xiv. 6. 


_ Rec. T. kal 6 py hpovav thv jpépav Kuplw od hpovet — and he that 
regardeth not the day, to the Lord he doth not regard it. 
Rey. T. omits. 


Meyer, who adopts the reading followed by the Revisers, 
says, “ The opposite of the observance of days, Paul has not 
added because he has not at the beginning of this verse planned 
his language antithetically.” But this statement will hardly bear 
testing. Throughout the preceding context, from the first verse 
of the chapter, the language is antithetical. In verse 1, the re- 
ceiving of a weak brother is contrasted with his non-reception 
“to doubtful disputations.” In verse 2, one who believeth in 
eating all things is set in contrast with one who has not this 
-belief, but eats only herbs. In verse 3, the former is coun- 
-selled not to despise the latter; and the latter is charged not 
.to judge the former. In verse 4, the man that judges another’s 
servant is given to understand that not he, but the servant’s 
‘master, is that servant’s judge. In verse 5, one man is repre- 
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sented as esteeming one day above another ; while another, 
in contrast with him, is represented as esteeming all days alike. 
Hence it is scarcely just to the apostle to say that he had 
not at the beginning of this verse planned his language an- 
tithetically. He had so planned it from the beginning of the 
chapter. It is hardly possible, therefore, to believe that he 
could have said, “He that regardeth the day, regardeth it unto 
the Lord,” without introducing its antithesis, especially as the 
antithetical strain continues in the latter part of the verse and 
the two verses following. It is on account of this antithetical 
character of the whole context that we are more and more 
convinced that the words omitted from the Revisers’ Text must 
be genuine. Completeness in expressing the apostle’s thought 
calls for their presence. It is true, the external testimony in 
favor of the omission appears strong. But the bare fact that 
the oldest known manuscripts omit these words is not in itself 
proof decisive against their genuineness. There is, in the very 
idea of the apostle’s speaking favorably of the non-observance 
of days held sacred by many, something forbidding to a scru- 
pulous mind,— one of weak faith on this point. In those 
early days of the Christian Church, when the exact language 
of the New-Testament writers was less sacredly observed than 
in later centuries, and when we know that liberties were taken 
again and again with their language, a copyist who questioned 
the propriety of not regarding one day above another, and to 
whom the idea was offensive, might very easily have satisfied 
himself that he had discharged his duty as a scribe by inserting 
only the first half of what he found here written in reference to 
the observance of days. This is quite as probable as that the 
omission is due to homoioteleuton, to which it may possibly be 
owing. But, whatever may be the reason of the non-appear- 
ance of this clause in most of the uncials, we are far from 
believing that it is an interpolation in the Syriac Versions, one 
of which runs back well nigh to the apostles’ days. It has 
every appearance of being genuine, and is demanded by the 
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context and the style of argument adopted by the apostle. 
The widespread nature of the omission is due to the early date 
at which it was made. On the other hand, Basil of Cesarea, 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, John Damascene, Photius, and other 
Fathers, attest the words as genuine, as well as C third hand, 
L, P, most of the cursives, and the Armenian and two Syriac 
Versions, 


xiv. 19. 


The Revisers attach to this verse the note, “ Many ancient 
authorities read, we follow” ; that is, instead of “let us follow.” 
But this is one of those marginal notes that tend to lumber up 
the volume, and certainly benefit nobody. It cannot be said 
to have been inserted in the interests of justice or candor. 
Though Tischendorf adopts it, he does it from what he feels to 
be the force of “authority”; that is, the testimony of his 
favorite Sinaitic Codex, supported by A, B, F, G, L, P, and half 
a dozen cursives. Of all the versions, not one adopts it; and 
it is all but universally regarded a false reading, having crept 
into the text at an early day in consequence of the error of 
some copyist in writing an o for an w. Such transparent errors, 
as common as they are transparent, however respectably sup- 
ported, ought not to be thus dragged to the light, and made to 
appear worthy of consideration. _ It is true that C, D, and E 
are the only uncials that read duwxwper, “let us follow” ; but 
they are supported by the context, by all the versions, by nearly 
all the cursives, and approved generally by commentators and 
editors, even by Westcott and Hort. 


xiv. 22, 
Rec. T. ot mloriv exers ; — Hast thou faith? 
Rev. T. od miotwvy iv exes — The faith which thou hast. 
The Revisers’ reading is attested by the four oldest manu- 
scripts §, A, B, C,—all Alexandrian, and by only one of the 
ancient versions, —the Memphitic. If this is the true reading, 
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how shall we account for the fact that it is not found in any 
of the old versions except that of the people among whom the 
four oldest codices originated? The testimony of all these 
witnesses amounts virtually to that of but one witness. Other 
than these, the only manuscript testimony in support of this 
reading is a tenth-century copy of the Latin Vulgate Version ; 
whereas the testimony of D, E, F, G, L, P, of the whole body 
of the cursives, of all other Latin Versions, of the Peshito and 
Philoxenian Syriac, Thebaic, Armenian, and Ethiopic Versions, 
— that is, the testimony of all the rest of ancient Christendom, — 
is in support of the received reading. However we may seek 
to account for the presence of yy, “‘ which,” it has every appear- 
ance of being an interpolation, — either accidentally or design- 
edly such. The absence of the article before rior followed 
by a relative clause is a fatal objection to the admission of such 
aclause. Compare Gal.i. 23. Again, the presence of 7v makes 
ov, “thou,” the subject not of éxes but of the more remote €xe ; 
and makes it unaccountably emphatic by removing it so far 
from its verb. It is difficult to see why the subject of this verb 
need be expressed at all, much more why it should be made so 
very emphatic. Moreover, admitting that the apostle could 
have written ziorw yv for tHv wiotw nv, and that his meaning 
therefore is, “ Zhe faith which thou hast, have THoUu to thyself 
before God,” it must be acknowledged the whole reading has 
an air of stiffness unnatural to Paul, which renders it exceed- 
ingly suspicious, though favored by the most ancient of known 
Greek manuscripts. But, with the common reading, the passage 
presents all the simplicity, directness, and naturalness peculiar 
to the apostle. His argument is that Christians should pursue 
a course that will edify instead of injuring their brethren, even 
in reference to things lawful and innocent. Consequently they 
should not knowingly eat flesh that may possibly have been 
offered in sacrifice to idols, or drink wine, or do anything else 
that will cause others to stumble. Then appealing to his readers 
individually, he very naturally says, either concessively, “THou 
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hast faith?” or interrogatively, “Hast THou faith?” ze. to eat 
all things (verse 2), or what others may consider unclean. 
(Verse 14) “ Have it to thyself” ; don’t parade it before others 
who have different views from yours, and who consider your 
course sinful. This is relevant, and perfectly Pauline. But to say, 
“Do THOU, [the] faith which thou hast, have to thyself before 
God,” is to speak in an ungrammatical and apparently uncalled 
for manner, altogether unlike the apostle’s ordinary mode of 
expression. This false reading seems to have grown out of 
a careless repetition of the last syllable of wiéorw, making 
TTICTINTINEXEIC out of the two words zicrw and exerts. 
But a subsequent copyist, naturally considering the second T| 
a mistake for H, changed the reading to TTICTINHNEXEIC, 


: a 
2.é. miotw Hv Exes. 


xiv. 23. 


It is very true that a large number of manuscripts, some 
ancient, insert after this verse the doxology found in chapter 
xvi. 25-27. But we question whether it is legitimate revision 
work to insert this statement in the margin without saying any- 
thing more. That the doxology properly belongs here, few 
scholars at present contend. It was brought in through the 
Lectionaries or early church service books, which inserted it 
at the close of a lesson. It, was thus that it found its way 
into the text both here and at the end of the epistle in A, P, 5, 
17, and certain copies of the Armenian Version. In some 
manuscripts, as L, about two hundred cursives, the lectionaries, 
and a few third-class versions, it appears here, but not at the 
end of the epistle. And so Griesbach and Matthei have it in 
their editions ; but this is not generally approved. Others still, 
as D third hand, F, G, considering it altogether spurious, omit 
it-in both places. But the preponderance of testimony assigns 
it its place at the end of the epistle, and there only. It would 
be quite as suitable to append to chapter xvi. 25 the note, 
“Some authorities question the genuineness of this passage,” as 
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it is to give the note here annexed, or the one there placed in 
the margin. . Indeed, no such note as we find in either of these 
places is really called for. 


XV. 15. 


Rec. T. thy xdpwv thy S0ctodv por bd rod Ocot—the grace that is 
given to me of God. 

Rev. T. thy xdpwv thy So0ciodv pot ard tod Ocot—the grace that 
was given me of God. 

There is no difference here made in the rendering of té and 
ard. There is, however, this difference in the meaning of the 
two prepositions: the former, employed as here, means “ by,” 
and refers to God as the efficient cause, the giver; while the 
latter means “ from,” with a reference to God as the primal 
source of the gift. The weight of external evidence is greatly 
in favor of the former; the latter being attested only by XX, B, 
F, and the doubtful testimony of John Damascene. This read- 
ing may have proceeded from a mistaking of the word in the 
exemplar by an early scribe, as indeed the other might have 
proceeded from a misreading of this. But dro has rather the 
appearance of being an altered reading, made with a view of 
bringing the passage into conformity with expressions found 
elsewhere, as in James i. 17; also 2 Cor. v. 18, “ All things are 
Jrom God,” but by Jesus Christ. In Acts ix. 15, xiii. 47, xxii. 
21, xxvi. 16, Rom. i. 5, etc., the apostle is represented as 
having received his commission as an apostle to the Gentiles 
through the Lord Jesus, —an idea which would be expressed 
by ér6d rod @eod rather than by the unqualified phrase iad rod 
@cod.. Hence, apparently, the change from iz to dd. 


XV. 17. 
Rec. T.  &@ otv katxnow —I have therefore whereof I may glory. 
Rev. T. @X@ otv thv kadxnow —I have therefore my glorying. 
The latter reading is attested by B, C apparently, D, E, F, G, 
and the single cursive 37; the former, by, A, L, P, the rest 
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of the cursives, the Peshito Syriac, and the Armenian Version, 
Chrysostom, Cyril of Alexandria, Theodoret, and John Damas- 
cene. The position of éyw shows that special emphasis is to 
be given to “TI have.” Accordingly, the Revised Text must 
mean, I have therefore the glorying (that I have) in Christ 
Jesus as regards things pertaining to God. It is not a mere 
fancy. It is something that truly belongs to me, something 
that I really possess. Others may deny it to me; but this 
cannot affect the truth in the case, or prove that I have 
no such glorying. But what the special significance or per- 
tinence of such a declaration can be, especially in this con- 
nection, it is difficult to see. The apostle has said nothing 
previous to this concerning glorying in Christ. Why, then, 
should he draw the conclusion, “Therefore I have my glorying 
in Christ”? It seems to be a very unnatural and strange 
conclusion to arrive at from the premises in the case. And 
yet it is the only conclusion that the presence of the article 
seems to allow. That gives definiteness to the glorying, and 
makes it the apostle’s. But remove the article, and a different 
meaning presents itself: “I have therefore a glorying—a 
subject or ground of glorying’’; or, “I have therefore whereof 
I may glory.” It will not do to say that xavyyous does not admit 
this meaning. Both here and in 2 Cor. i. 12, to say nothing 
of Rom. ili. 27, the apostle uses xa¥vyyots as equivalent to 
Kavxnua, just as in Rom. viii. 39, he uses «riots for xricpa. 
Nor is this all. In 1 Cor. v. 6, 2 Cor. v. 12, ix. 3, Phil. i. 26, 
he uses xavynua where we might naturally expect to see xavyyors. 
In short, he employs the two words interchangeably in accord- 
ance with later Greek usage. Taking the word, then, without 
the article, —a reading that is really more strongly attested 
than the other, — the meaning is both plain and pertinent. In 
the preceding verses, the apostle refers to the grace that had 
been bestowed upon him that he should be a minister of Christ 
among the Gentiles. In view of this unspeakable privilege, he 
says, “I have therefore ground of glorying in Christ Jesus in 
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things pertaining to God.” Men may say I have not, but I 
have. It is an act of unspeakable grace on God’s part to 
permit me to preach Christ among the Gentiles. I glory in it. 
After thus positively stating that he regarded the relation which 
he sustained to God in being called to the ministry of the 
Gospel as a ground of glorying in Christ, he adds as a reason 
for saying this, “ For I dare’ not speak except of things which 
Christ has wrought through me,” having permitted me to 
preach the Gospel to the Gentiles from Jerusalem to Illyricum, 
and through the intermediate countries, especially where no 
other preacher of the gospel has been before me. Thus favored 
of God, the apostle felt warranted in saying, “I Aave therefore 
reason for boasting in Christ in matters pertaining to God.” 
How the article ever crept into the text, one may not be able 
to say positively, any more than he can explain how Didymus 
of Alexandria, in quoting this passage, should again and again 
have written zeoiOynow, “confidence,” in place of xavynow, 
unless it was to present his idea of the apostle’s meaning. It 
is enough to show that the article does not belong there, and 
that there is sufficient evidence to justify one in taking this 
position. 


xvi. 27. 

The A. V. has “to God only wise, be glory through Jesus 
Christ for ever,” where the R. V. reads, “to the only wise 
God, through Jesus Christ, to whom be the glory for ever.” 
The Greek in both Texts is the same. But the Revisers have 
the marginal note, “Some ancient authorities omit 7 whom.” 
These authorities are B, two cursives (33, 72), the Peshito 
Syriac, the Latin Version of F, and Origen; while two other 





1That is, reading roku, the present, with W’s seventh-century 
emendator, B, the Peshito Syriac, ¢, e, 4 g, the Vulgate, the Armenian 
Version, Origen, and others of the Fathers, —a form which Westcott and 


Hort have placed in their margin, but which really seems to be the true 
reading. 
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cursives read ef 8dfa, “be glory,” in place of 6 4 ddéa, “to 
whom the glory.” The preponderance of external evidence, 
therefore, is very greatly in favor of the retention of 4, “to 
whom.” But this makes an exceedingly hard reading,—a 
circumstance, it is true, which in the eyes of some is all the 
more in its favor, as affording an argument in proof of its 
genuineness. Yet it is difficult to believe that the apostle could 
have written these last three verses in this disconnected manner. 
Nor should this belief be entertained except as a necessity 
from which there is no reasonable ground of escape. The 
fact that B alone of all the uncials omits @ looks, it must be 
confessed, like an evident attempt, on the part of the copyist 
of that manuscript, or of some one who had preceded him, to 
remove a difficulty. But, if this is true of him, it must be true 
also of another scribe a hundred years or more earlier than 
that of B, one of whose copies was in the hands of Origen, 
who quotes the passage without the relative. And, if true of 
these, it must also be true of the translator or translators of the 
Peshito Syriac Version, who lived in another part of Christen- 
dom, and at least another hundred years earlier. But if, in 
these three separate instances, different scribes should have 
pursued one and the same course, it really seems strange that 
the same thing was not more extensively done, as it must have 
suggested itself to others also, and could have been effected so 
very easily. Now the fact that the Sinaitic manuscript has the 
relative is proof that 6 was considered by some as a part of 
the text as early as the middle of the fourth century. And the 
fact that it exists in all but one of the earliest Greek manu- 
scripts, and in all but one or two of the earliest Versions, is 
presumptive evidence that it must have been an accepted 
reading for many years previous to that, if not from the very 
first. Still, we believe that 6 is no part of the original text, 
but that this text is correctly handed down by B, the Peshito 
Syriac Version, and the few other documents that omit “to 
whom.” When we consider the length of this doxology (verses 
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25-27), and the ease with which the connection may be lost 
by a copyist before reaching the end, especially in the com- 
paratively slow process of writing in uncials, it is by no means 
difficult to believe that an early scribe, to whom the form of 
the doxology in Gal. i. 5, 2 Tim. iv. 18, and Heb. xiii. 21, was 
familiar, having lost the connection, and trusting to his memory 
for the moment, rather than observing his exemplar, should 
have unconsciously inserted the ¢ that appears in those places. 
Any one who is accustomed to do much in copying, as well as 
in the way of original composition, and observing his mistakes, 
will realize that a copyist is far more likely, in similar circum- 
stances, to introduce an error of this kind than the original 
writer would be. And we are the more convinced that “to 
whom” was thus introduced by the fact that &, A, D, E, the 
Vulgate, the Armenian, the Ethiopic Version, and other wit- 
nesses for this reading add the ray aidévey, “and ever,” of 
those verses ; while B, C, and other documents are without this 
additional phrase. Codices P, 31, 54, and the copy of this 
epistle that was in Chrysostom’s possession, as well as the 
Memphitic Version, instead of “to whom,” have “to him.” But 
this is simply an attempt to correct the phraseology by making 
it correspond with Rom. xi. 36. 


1 CORINTHIANS. 


i. 15. 


Rec. T. tva ph tis ely Ste els Td Endv Svopa EBarrica. — Lest any 
should say that I had baptized in mine own name. 

Rev. T. tva ph tis elary Ste els Td Epdv Svopa EBawricOyte. — lest 
any man should say that ye were baptized into my name. 


The first of these is the reading of C third hand, D, E, F, G, 
L, P, most of the cursives, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac 
and Gothic Versions, Theodoret, Tertullian, and others. The 
latter follows &, A, B, C first hand, ten cursives, the Latin ver- 
sions of E and F, the Vulgate, the Memphitic, the Armenian, the 
margin of the Philoxenian Syriac, Chrysostom, John Damascene, 
Ambrosiaster, and others. There is no perceptible difference 
in the meaning of the two readings ; so that the apostle might 
have expressed himself equally well in either. In verse 13, he 
expresses his thoughts successively in the passive: “ Ts Christ 
divided ? was Paul crucified for you? or, were ye baptized in 
the name of Paul?” This is natural; itis Paul-like. In verses 
14-16, however, he quite as obviously expressed himself suc- 
cessively in the active: “I daptized none of you.. . lest any 
should say I dapéized in my ownname... I baptized also the 
household of Stephanas . . . I know not whether I dapized 
any other.” This, too, is perfectly natural, and what might be 
expected from the apostle. But some early critic seems to 
have taken offence at the monotonous recurrence of the aorist 
active ; and, in order to vary the expression without affecting 
the apostle’s meaning, substituted the passive form, which he 
had just found in verse 13. This, however, did not satisfy 
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every reader; hence it was afterwards changed to éBarric6n, 
“he was baptized.” This is the reading of Euthalius, and of 
the cursives 10, 31. The change was evidently wrought to 
make the verb correspond grammatically with the one preceding 
it: “Lest any one should say that he was baptized in my name.” 
If the passive were the original reading here, it is difficult to 
see why it should ever have been set aside for the active. The 
active, however, has every indication of being genuine ; and 
there is no good reason why it should be abandoned. 


ll. I. 
Rec. T. karayyé\Aov ipiv rd papripiov rod cot. — declaring unto 
you the testimony of God. 
Rev. T. karayyé&\Awv ipiv rd pvortpiov rod Ocot. — proclaiming 
to you the mystery of God. 


The common reading is that of ¥’s seventh-century emen- 
dator, B, D, E, F, G, L, P, most of the cursives, the Vulgate, 
the Thebaic, the Philoxenian Syriac, both Ethiopic Versions, 
the Armenian, Origen, Chrysostom, Cyril, John Damascene, 
Pelagius, and others. The revised is supported by § first hand, 
A, C, seven or eight cursives, one Old Latin Version, the Peshito 
Syriac, the Memphitic, and by Antiochus, Ambrose, Augustine, 
and Ambrosiaster. It looks like a gloss, introduced from verse 
7, to obviate the difficulty presented by the expression, “ the 
testimony of God,” a phrase nowhere else used as a synonym 
of the Gospel. “The testimony of Christ” is an expression 
employed in verse 6 of the preceding chapter as synonymous 
with “the gospel of Christ”; ze. the testimony borne con- 
cerning him by his followers. But the phrase “the testimony 
of God” evidently admits of no such interpretation: it can 
mean only the testimony given by God, — what God testifies 
to or declares. This supposed difficulty seems to have led to 
the substitution of pvoripov, the “ mystery,” z.e. the secret 
which God had kept to himself from the foundation of the 
world, but which he revealed to men in the coming of Christ. 
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This “‘mystery’’ is sometimes spoken of as the mystery of God, 
and sometimes as the mystery of Christ, — quite as often the 
former as the latter. Hence the ease with which it found its 
way here in place of “testimony.” If the latter word, as some 
suppose, had been introduced from i. 6, the phrase would 
undoubtedly have been changed to correspond throughout with 
that, —“‘the testimony of Christ.” We cannot but conclude 
that the common reading, which certainly has a preponderance 
of evidence, both external and internal, in its favor, is the 
genuine reading. It is so regarded by Lachmann, Tregelles, 
Tischendorf, Alford, and others. But Griesbach favors puory- 
pov ; and Westcott and Hort adopt it, placing paprivptov in the 
margin as a secondary reading. 


iii. 12. 
Rec. T. et 5€ ris érrouxoSopet Ewl tov Oepédvov rotroy— Now if any 
man build upon this foundation. 
Rev. T. el S€ tis érrorxoSopet éwl tov OepéAvow — But if any man build- 
eth on the foundation. 


The presence of rotroy is attested by ¥’s seventh-century 
emendator, C third hand, D, E, L, P, all the cursives, the Vul- 
gate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, the 
Armenian, Origen, Basil, Cyril of Jerusalem, Epiphanius, Chrys- 
ostom, Euthalius, Theodoret, John Damascene, Augustine, and 
others. The word is omitted in §& first hand, A, B, C first hand, 
one Old Latin Version, the Thebaic, the Ethiopic, and by Cyril 
of Alexandria, and Ambrose. Among words of similar ending, 
it might very easily have dropped out in copying without being 
missed. It is by no means probable that the apostle introduced 
the word Oewédvov, “ foundation,” in this connection without 
rovroy as its natural accompaniment, pointing back to the foun- 
dation mentioned in the preceding clause. It is easier to believe 
that the word is wanting in a few documents through the care- 
lessness of some early transcriber than that it was omitted by 
the apostle or his amanuensis. 
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iv. 2. 


Rec. T. 6 8 Aourdv, — Moreover. 
Rey. T. Se, Aourév, — Here, moreover. 


The received reading is found in D as corrected by a later 
hand, E, L, most of the cursives, Origen three times, Didymus, 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Photius, and others. The revised is 
that of ¥; A, B, C, D first hand, F, G, P, six cursives, the Latin 
versions of D and E as well as of F and G, the Vulgate, the 
Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, the Armenian, 
both forms of the Ethiopic, Origen once as represented by his 
Latin interpreter, Augustine, and others. The weight of ex- 
ternal evidence is, no doubt, in favor of ade; but, as Principal 
Edwards, who adopts the reading, says, ‘it is difficult to fix the 
meaning.” If taken in the sense of “in this matter,” it makes 
the phrase “in stewards” redundant. If the meaning is sup- 
posed to be “on earth,” it indicates a contrast between faithful- 
ness in this life and faithfulness in some other sphere. But 
there is evidently no implied contrast here, as there is in Col. 
iv. 9, or Heb. xiii. rg. To connect it, as Lachmann does, with 
the preceding verse, so as to read “ stewards of the mysteries of 
God 7m this matter,” is harsh, and makes the expression super- 
fluous. To render it, with Meyer, “such being the case” or 
“in these circumstances,” is to give it a signification unwarranted 
by its New Testament use, and having no special point or 
applicableness. Indeed, beyond all reasonable doubt, the word 
is a very early transcriptional error for @ dé, made in consequence 
of the scribe’s writing from dictation, and misapprehending the 
true expression. Taking 6 8 Aourdv, “and what is more,” as 
the true reading, there is no difficulty. The two verses taken 
together may be rendered as follows: “Such being the case, 
let a person regard us as ministers of Christ, and stewards of 
the mysteries of God: and, what is more, it is required on the 
part of stewards that a man be found faithful.” 

The rule that the more difficult reading is more likely to be 


I CORINTHIANS, ‘181 


the true reading is, no doubt, an excellent rule in certain cir- 
cumstances. But to push it to the extreme of making an 
unmeaning reading, that may easily be accounted for, appear 
to be the genuine reading, in the face of a plain if not self- 
evidently correct reading, is an abuse of the rule. 


Vii. 37, 38. 

Rec. T. Kad@s rout. . . Kas wouet . . . Kpetooov roret. —doeth 
well . . . doeth well . . . doeth better. 

Rev. T. kah@s roujoe .. . Kadds rout . . . Kpetooov Trounce, — 
shall do well . . . doeth well . . . shall do better. 

The common reading is supported in the first of these in- 
stances by D, E, F, G, K, L, P, nearly all the cursives, the 
Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Ethiopic, 
Theodoret, and John Damascene; in the last, by the same 
witnesses, together with the additional testimony of Clement, 
Methodius, and Chrysostom twice. The future of the Revised 
Text is attested in the first instance by XY, A, B, 6, 17, 46, 67 
second hand, Basil, the Memphitic, and its kindred version the 
Bashmuric ; in the last instance, by all these except the Bash- 
muric, together with the additional testimony of Codex 37 and 
Euthalius. This future is an early alteration made for the sake 
of varying the phraseology. There is no more call for the 
future at the end of these two verses than in the middle of the 
latter verse, or at the end of verse 36, where the present, ody 
dpapravet, “sinneth not,” remains undisturbed. ‘The apostle, 
no doubt, wrote the present in each of these four instances ; but 
a meddling critic sought to improve his language. 


Viii. 4. 
Rec. T. od8els @eds Erepos el py els. — there is none other God but one. 
Rey. T. ovSels Oeds el pq els. — there is no God but one. 


The former of these is the reading of &§ as amended early in 
the seventh century, K, L, most of the cursives, the Peshito 
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and Philoxenian Syriac Versions, Chrysostom twice, Theodoret, 
John Damascene, and others. The latter is attested by & first 
hand, A, B, D, E, F, G, P, eight cursives, the Vulgate, the 
Memphitic, the Bashmuric, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, Basil, 
Euthalius, Cyril, Irenzeus as represented by his Latin interpreter, 
Augustine, Ambrosiaster, and others. The revised reading thus 
appears to be the more strongly attested. This, however, is only 
to be expected ; for érepos has the appearance of being super- 
fluous ; and, in copying from different exemplars, one or more 
of which were without érepos, though the others had it, a scribe 
would naturally give the simpler and more concise form of ex- 
pression the preference. But the bare fact that érepos appears 
in any manuscripts is prima-facie evidence of its genuineness ; 
for no scribe or reader would have been tempted to insert a 
word seemingly so utterly unnecessary. 


viii. 7. 
Rec. T.  rwés 8 rij cvvedioe. Tod elSGX0v fws dpr.—for some with 


conscience of the idol unto this hour. 


Rev. T. tives 5¢ rq cvvndela dws Sapte rod elSX0v — but some, being 
used until now to the idol. 


The common reading, cvvedyce, is that of the seventh- 
century corrector of §, D, E, F, G, L, nearly all the cursives, 
the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Armenian, 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, Tertullian, Augustine, Ambrosiaster, 
and others. The Revisers’ ovvyGeia is found in & first hand, 
A, B, P, five cursives, the Memphitic, the Bashmuric, the 
Ethiopic, the margin of the Philoxenian Syriac, Euthalius, John 
Damascene, and others. Of the two readings, the former is 
the more difficult. Hence, apparently from a misapprehension 
of its true meaning, the word ovvnbeia, in its classic sense of 
familiarity or intimacy, was originally written as a gloss in the 
margin, whence it was afterward introduced into the text in place 
of cvvedjoe, taken in the sense of consciousness or knowledge. 
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Thus, “conscience of the idol,” or scrupulosity in regard to it, 
became transformed to familiarity with, or habituation to, the 
idol. The only unquestioned use the apostle makes of ovv7Oea 
is in xi. 16, and then in the sense in which the evangelist John 
(xvill. 39) uses it: “We have no such custom.” But this 
signification is very different from that presented in this verse. 
If, therefore, we can judge anything from the context, or from 
the apostle’s acknowledged use of cvvjfeaa, the revised reading 
here, instead of restoring the original text, has only set it aside. 


viii. 8. 

Rec. T. Bpdpa Sé hpds od waplornor To Oew * ode yap édv Haywpev, . 
mepiocevopev* ote édv ph hdyopev, torepotdpeda.— But meat com- 
mendeth us not to God: for neither if we eat, are we the better: neither 
if we eat not, are we the worse. 

Rev. T. Bpdpa dé huds od rapactice Tw Oew * ote édv py hdyopev 
torepotpeOa, otre Cav Hayopuev mepiocevdpe0a, — But meat will not com- 
mend us to God: neither, if we eat not, are we the worse; nor, if we eat, 
are we the better. 


We have here several points to notice. First, the present 
mapiotnot of the Received Text is displaced by the future 
mapaorioe. This is the reading of §% first hand, A, B, eight 
cursives, the Memphitic, the Bashmuric, Clement of Alexandria, 
Origen, and John Damascene, each of the three employing it 
twice, Cyril, and some manuscripts of Athanasius. The common 
reading is attested by the seventh-century corrector of §¥, D, E, 
L, P (as well as by F and G, which read ovvicrnow instead), 
most of the cursives, the Vulgate, Origen once, Basil twice, 
Athanasius, Chrysostom, Euthalius, Theodoret, Tertullian, Cyp- 
rian, and others. The word does not properly mean to “ com- 
mend,” but to “present,” to “place before.” The apostle’s 
idea is, that food does not affect our standing before God ; it 
places us on terms neither of fellowship nor of disfavor with 
him. It in no way determines our relation to him. The 
statement is of a general character, as true in reference to one 
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day as to another, as is evident from the expansion which the 
apostle gives to the thought: If we eat, we ave no better ; if we 
eat not, we ave no worse. ‘This calls for the present, rapiornow, 
which the apostle no doubt wrote. But some early reader, 
perhaps governed by Rom. xiv. 10, considered the statement 
as having reference to man’s standing before God in the final 
day of accounts; and so, by way of correcting the reading, 
changed it by two slight alterations to the future,—a form, 
however, which apparently obtained but little currency. Our 
second-century ‘critic having made this change, his next step 
was to drop ydp from the text, and set the last two clauses over 
against the first as an additional argument for indifference to 
meats. As the verse reads without ydp, the first ore means 
not simply “neither,” but “neither on the other hand,’’— the 
form of the negative implying a reference back to the negative 
of the preceding clause, as well as forward to the corresponding 
negative following. The verse is thus made to mean, now, 
food will not affect our standing before God in the final day 
of judgment. Neither, on the other hand, if we abstain from 
eating are we the worse now ; nor, if we eat, are we the better. 
This, however, gives the language a forced and artificial appear- 
ance. But, if we return to the received reading, the argument 
becomes natural, forcible, and Paul-like: “Now, food does not 
affect our standing before God: for neither, if we eat, are we 
the better ; nor, if we eat not, are we the worse.” The yép is 
omitted by &, A, B, four cursives, two copies of the Vulgate, 
the Memphitic, the Bashmuric, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, 
Origen once, where he begins his citation with odre, and would 
naturally omit ydp as irrelevant, Basil, Euthalius, Tertullian, 
Cyprian, and Augustine, some of them quoting only what 
Origen quotes, and in the same manner that he does. The 
conjunction is given in D, E, F, G, L, P, nearly all the cursives, 
the Clementine Vulgate, three copies of Jerome’s, Clement of 
Alexandria, Origen twice, Basil also, Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
John Damascene, Ambrosiaster, and others. Now, as to. the 
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transposed position of the last two clauses. Meyer thinks that 
the true order is for the negative clause to come first, as the 
Revisers have it. His reason is that “a transcriber would have 
a mechanical inclination to place the positive half of the state- 
ment first.” Generally speaking, this is no doubt true. But 
there may be reasons to lead a transcriber or a corrector of the 
text to reverse the order, as is the case here. Having begun 
the verse by making it read, “ Now, food will not affect our 
standing before God”; he would hardly go on with saying, 
“Neither, on the other hand, if we ead, are we the better,” 
etc. He would naturally reverse the clauses, and say, “ Neither, 
on the other hand, if we abstain from food — if we eat not, are 
we the worse”; then allow the clause, “neither, if we eat, 
are we the better,” to follow as a sort of after-thought. The 
construction shows the hand of a reviser all the way through. 
This order is attested by A first hand, B, one cursive, five copies 
of the Vulgate, the Memphitic, the Bashmuric, the Armenian, 
and Basil once. The order of the Received Text is that of 
&, D, E, F, G, L, P, about all the cursives, the Clementine 
Vulgate, and some copies of Jerome’s, the Peshito and Phil- 
oxenian Syriac Versions, the Ethiopic, Clement of Alexandria, 
Origen three times, Basil also once, Chrysostom twice, Eutha- 
lius, Cyril, Theodoret, John Damascene, Tertullian, Cyprian, 
Augustine, and others ; while Codex A second hand, by a care- 
less misplacement of the negative, reads, “ Neither, if we eat 
not, are we the better; nor, if we eat, are we the worse.” 
The Revisers’ reading, wepiroevduefa, in place of epiacevopuev 
which Westcott and Hort retain, is found only in B, and in 
Origen once. It is simply an attempt to make the two verbs 
correspond in form. 


ix. 15. 


If, as the Revisers claim, their revision of the Greek Text 
was the necessary foundation of their work of revising the 
English Text, it would seem as if that necessity ought to be every- 
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where manifest in the translation. We have already pointed 
out changes in the Greek that were in no way necessary to the 
renderings given, — readings, in fact, which were introduced 
into the text only to be abandoned in translating. Another of 
these occurs here. If the change from iva tis kevwoy to ovdeis 
kevooen were a necessity to enable the Revisers faithfully to rep- 
resent the apostle in English, then, on coming to translate, 
instead of abandoning the latter reading and following the 
former, they ought in faithfulness to have given some such a 
rendering as this: “It were good for me to die rather than 
My glorying, no one shall make void.” Some take 7 to mean 
“or” instead of “than” :—“It were good for me rather to 
die ; or no one shall make my glorying void.” But this, to say 
nothing of its obscurity, is a reading calling for a rendering of 
exceedingly questionable propriety. As far as we are aware, 
paAAov 7 invariably means “rather than.” Lachmann adopts 
the reading; but, in his perplexity to give it a meaning, he 
punctuates it so as to make the apostle say, “It were good for 
me that I die rather than (that) my boasting (should). No 
one shall make (it) void.” The difficulty of finding a satis- 
factory Pauline construction and meaning for the words is 
sufficient evidence against the genuineness of the reading. 
There certainly is some error in connection with it, however 
well attested it may be. And, as long as it affords an untrans- 
latable phrasing, what can justify the claim of necessity, advanced 
on its behalf and on behalf of similar changes ? 





X. Il. 


Rec. T. tatra $¢ mavra timo. cuvéBatvov éxelvors *— Now all these 
things happened unto them for ensamples. 

Rev. T. tatra 8 tumKads cuvéBaivov éxelvors *— Now these things 
happened unto them. by way of example. 


IIdvra, as given in the Received Text, is attested by C, K, 
L, P, most of the cursives, the Latin versions of D and E, the 
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Vulgate, both Syriac Versions, the Memphitic, the Armenian, 
Ireneus, Origen several times, Chrysostom, Euthalius, The- 
odoret, John Damascene, Ambrosiaster, and others. It also 
appears in the transposed reading révra 8€ ratra, in §, the 
Greek texts of D and E, F, G, five or six cursives, the Ethiopic 
Version, Augustine, and others. It is wanting in A, B, 17, the 
_ Thebaic Version, Marcion according to Epiphanius, Tertullian, 
Hippolytus, Cyril of Jerusalem, Cyril of Alexandria, Basil, and 
' others. The word is probably a part of the genuine text, but 
was omitted as unnecessary, especially in the citations of the 
passage by the Fathers ; and, from some of these, the omission 
may have crept into the few copies that are without the word. 
— The reading rvzo is attested by D, E, F, G, L, most of the 
cursives, the Philoxenian Syriac, Memphitic, and Thebaic Ver- 
sions, Gregory of Nyssa, Chrysostom, Theodoret, John Damas- 
cene, and others. The revised reading rvm«és, on the other 
hand, is attested by &, A, B, C, K, P, twelve or more cursives, 
the Peshito Syriac, the margin of the Philoxenian, Marcion 
twice according to Epiphanius, Origen twice, Hippolytus, Basil 
twice, Macarius, Epiphanius, Cyril of Jerusalem, Cyril of Alex- 
andria, and others. This is probably the original reading, but 
was changed to rvrou to correspond with the reading of verse 6. 
After this change, owing to the harshness of the reading ratra 
S aévra rvrow ovvéBavev, the verb was changed to the plural, 
as it reads in the Received and Revised Texts. ‘This, as we 
pointed out in our note on Rom. ii. 14, is contrary to the 
apostle’s usus loguendi. ‘The plural of the verb is given by A, 
D, E, F, G, L, the majority of the cursives, Chrysostom, The- 
odoret, John Damascene, and others. But the singular is at- 
tested by $&, B,C, K, L, twelve or more cursives, Marcion twice, 
Origen four times, and the rest of the witnesses that read 
rum«as. As the singular verb éypdoy follows immediately after, 
it is by no means probable that a plural verb preceded, when 
both have the same subject, — “All these things happened to 
them typically, and were written for our admonition.” 
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> 4b Hey 
Rec. T. év ro aire IIvetpari, — by the same Spirit. 
Rev. T. év rw évi [Ivetpart, —in the one Spirit. 


The former is the reading of §¥, C third hand (the original 
scribe omitted the whole phrase), D, E, F, G, K, L, P, most 
of the cursives, the Peshito Syriac, the Memphitic, Clement, 
Cyril of Jerusalem, Basil, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and others. 
The latter is the reading of A, B, six cursives, the Vulgate, 
Didymus, Euthalius, Basil, John Damascene, Hilary, Ambro- 
siaster, Augustine, and other Latin Fathers. The former is 
apparently the true reading. ‘Evi seems to have been intro- 
duced from verse 11 in order to break up the uniformity of the 
apostle’s language. In that verse, after having enumerated the 
gifts of the Spirit bestowed upon one and another, the apostle 
naturally closes with saying, “ All these worketh ove and the 
same Spirit.” But the use of év/ in verse 9 seems forced, there 
being nothing in the connection to indicate that the apostle 
really needed to say “by the ome Spirit,” rather than “by the 
same Spirit,” as elsewhere. The evidence, both external and 
internal, preponderates in favor of the common reading. 


xiii. 3. 

The many ancient authorities, referred to in the marginal 
note as reading “If I give my body chat J may glory,” instead 
of “ to be burned,” are the three oldest Greek manuscripts, &, 
A, B, the eleventh-century cursive 17, whose text resembles B’s 
more closely than any other known cursive’s, the Memphitic, 
the Thebaic, the Roman Ethiopic, and Ephraem Syrus. The 
reading is manifestly false, and seems, obviously enough, to 
have originated in the mistaking of one letter for another, — 
the only difference between the two readings consisting in a 
single letter having a similar sound to that in the other. Bishop 
Wordsworth, in his note on the passage, well says that the 
reading so plainly spurious “is worth notice, as showing that 
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the best uncial manuscripts are not always to be depended on, 
and sometimes are blemished with errors.’ Notwithstanding 
the transparency of the error, Westcott and Hort adopt it as the 
genuine and only reading. And Dr. Hort adds that “it gives 
an excellent sense”; though it is hard to see it, even after he 
tries to show it. 


xiv. 38. 


This verse, as given by both the Revisers and the A. V., 
reads, “ But if any man is ignorant, let him be ignorant.” That 
is, the last verb is in the imperative, dyvoeirw. With some, it 
has been a question as to what the apostle really means. The 
words might be rendered, “ But if any one ignores them [does 
not recognize and acknowledge the things that I write as 
commands of the Lord], let him ignore them,” —he does it 
at his peril; it is not worth while to waste words on such a 
one. But, as the marginal note indicates, a number of ancient 
witnesses — &¥ first hand, A first hand apparently, D first hand, 
F, G, Origen, and the Latin versions of D and E— give the 
present indicative passive, éyvoetrat, “the is ignored,” as the true 
reading. And this is adopted by Lachmann, Tischendorf, and 
Westcott and Hort, apparently on account of its being the more 
difficult reading. But it seems impossible to give it a satisfac- 
tory meaning. It cannot legitimately be considered the present 
for the future. If the apostle meant “he will be ignored,” z.e. 
in the day of judgment, it would have been as easy for him to 
say dyvojoerat as &yvocirat. Besides, if this had been his mean- 
ing, he would hardly have abstained from inserting the emphatic 
aités, — making the verse read, “ But, if any one ignores them, 
he will himself be ignored.” Jerome in his perplexity translates 
the word by the future, zgnoraditur, “he will be ignored” ; and 
Ambrose and Ambrosiaster approve of this reading, as Origen 
is also made to do by his Latin interpreter Rufinus. But there 
is no known Greek manuscript to support it. The only appar- 
ently genuine reading is that of the text, — “ Let him be igno- 
rant’’ of them. 
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XV. 14. 


The authorities referred to in the marginal note, as reading 
“our (instead of your) faith also is vain,” are B, D first hand, 
a few cursives, the Thebaic, Bashmuric, and Gothic Ver- 
sions, Ignatius, Justin Martyr, Epiphanius, Cyril, Gécumenius, 
Rufinus, and others. The reading seems to have been intro- 
duced in consequence of the wording of the preceding clause, 
“then is our preaching vain,” and of that of the clause follow- 
ing, “Yea, and we are found false witnesses,” etc. The accepted 
reading, however, is abundantly attested, though Westcott and 
Hort adopt the false reading of B, D, etc. Besides, —and this 
also indicates the genuineness of the common reading, — it 
yields a stronger argument in support of the apostle’s position 
than if he had said, “Then vain is our preaching, vain also our 
faith”; for his preaching was but the result of his faith ; so 
that, if the former was vain, the latter could hardly be other- 
wise. But by urging not only that his preaching, but that his 
hearers’ faith also, was vain if Christ had not risen, he really 
enforced his reasoning. 


XV. 49. 


We have here the marginal reading, “Let us also bear the 
-image of the heavenly.” This, Lachmann, Tregelles, Tisch- 
endorf, and Westcott and Hort feel constrained to adopt as 
the true reading, — another illustration of the untrustworthiness 
of ancient manuscripts, even when agreed. ‘The context is not 
hortatory, but argumentative, and designed to afford encourage- 
ment. The apostle argues that as the earthly Adam was, such 
also are his earthly descendants, — corruptible, exposed to suf- 
ferings and death; and as the heavenly Redeemer is, such are 
also the members of his heavenly family to be, — incorruptible, 
glorified. In other words, as we have borne the image — 
carried the likeness — of the earthy, by being subject to vanity, 
disease, and death, we shall also bear the image or likeness of 
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the heavenly, by being endowed with incorruptibility and glory. 
The language is in perfect accordance with the apostle’s style 
of presenting truth in different forms. He was not satisfied 
with simply presenting it once; but he repeated it in other 
words, to bring it, if possible, more clearly and forcibly before 
his readers. Compare verses 42-44; also 5 3, 54: — Hixwy, 
“image,” has but one meaning in both clauses. What that is, 
the connection clearly shows. ‘The apostle’s aim obviously was 
to encourage his Christian readers to be steadfast and immov- 
able in the faith in view of the resurrection to a life of glory 
awaiting them after death. An exhortation, in such a connec- 
tion, to bear the image of the heavenly, would be altogether 
misplaced and out of harmony with the context. And yet this 
inadmissible marginal reading, which is very easily accounted 
for as an error of frequent occurrence, ‘is attested by %, A, C, 
D, E, F, G, K, L, P, by far the greater part of the cursives, the 
Vulgate, the Memphitic, and the Gothic, Origen repeatedly, 
Methodius, Czesarius of Constantinople, Basil, Macarius, Gregory 
of Nyssa, Chrysostom, Epiphanius, Euthalius, Cyril, John Damas- 
cene, Tertullian, Cyprian, Hilary, Ambrosiaster, and others, — 
an apparently overwhelming torrent of authority! On the other 
hand, the only possibly genuine reading, that of the text, is 
attested by B, a comparatively small number of cursives, the 
Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, 
and the Arabic Version, Origen in some editions, Cyril, Theod- 
oret, Photius, Theophylact, and Cicumenius. (Compare Note 
on Rom. v. 1.) 
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ior. 


Rec. T. a&méarodos "Inoot Xpurrod — an apostle of Jesus Christ. 
Rev. T. dadéorohos Xptrrod ‘Inoot —an apostle of Christ Jesus. 


The latter is a well-known favorite order with Codex B} 
which is supported here by the few additional witnesses, X, M, 
P, 17 of course, an eleventh-century manuscript of the Vulgate, 
the Philoxenian Syriac, Euthalius, and Theodoret. It is hardly 
safe to follow the leading of B in a case like this, though the 
meaning is not affected in the least by so doing, when the re- 
ceived reading is attested by A, D, E, G, K, L, nearly all the 
cursives, a fifth-century fragment of the Old Latin Version, 
the Peshito Syriac, the Memphitic, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, 
the Gothic, Chrysostom, John Damascene, Ambrosiaster, and 
others, — reaching back at least a century and a half, possibly 
two centuries, earlier than the date of Codex B. 


i. ro. 


Rec. T. Kal pverar *—and doth deliver. 
Rev. T. kat pioerar: — and will deliver. : 

The whole verse reads, A. V., “Who delivered us from so 
great a death, and doth deliver: in whom we trust that he will 
yet deliver ws”; R. V., “Who delivered us out of so great a 
death, and will deliver: on whom we have set our hope that 
he will also still deliver us.” The present, of the Received 








1 See-Rom. i. 194i 86,21 Corsi 1; Gal. ii. 16, both times; Eph. i. 1, 
both times; i. 5; Phil. i. I, both times; i. 6, etc. 
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Text, is attested by D third hand, E, F, G, K, L, M, most of 
the cursives, one copy of the Old Latin, all but three manu- 
scripts of the Vulgate, the Gothic, the Philoxenian Syriac, 
Origen two or three times, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophy- 
lact, Gicumenius, Jerome, and Ambrosiaster. The future of 
the Revised Text is the reading of &, B, C, P, 17, and four 
other cursives, the Latin version of G, three manuscripts of 
the Vulgate, the Memphitic, the Armenian, Euthalius, and John 
Damascene. The Roman Ethiopic has both the present and 
the future. The difference in readings seems to have origi- 
nated in the early omission of jverat as superfluous, making the 
verse read, “ Who delivered us from so great a death, and in 
whom we trust that he will yet deliver us.” The text is thus 
given in A, D first hand, the Peshito Syriac, the Latin version 
of E, one manuscript of the Vulgate, Platt’s Ethiopic, and 
Chrysostom. Some early reader, by a comparison of manu- 
‘scripts, having discovered the omission, restored the word 
incorrectly, perhaps from having confounded it with ficera in 
the line below, while others replaced the genuine fvera. This 
will account for the comparatively feeble uncial attestation of 
“doth deliver.” That this is the true reading, however, there 
can hardly be a doubt. A critical reader would not be tempted 
to insert such an expression in such a connection. But it was 
just like the apostle to do it. It was an ever-abiding conscious- 
ness with him that God is the present as well as the past and 
future deliverer of those who trust in him. It led him on this 
occasion to say of God, He “has delivered” me from imminent 
death, and he “ continues to deliver” me ; and in his confidence 
in God, he adds, He “will yet deliver” me.. His experience 
was that of the psalmist: “I sought the Lord, and he heard me, 
and delivered me from all my fears. Many are the afflictions of 
the righteous ; but the Lord dedvereth him out of them all. Yea, 
the Lord shai/ help them and defiver them; he shall deliver 
and save them, because they trust in him.” Ps. xxxiv. 4, 19 ; 
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iiis 3; 

Rec. T. @v wAafl kapSias capklvais. — in fleshly tables of the heart. 

Rev. T. év wAafl kapSlats capkivars. — in tables shat are hearts of 
flesh. 

In attestation of the received reading, we have F, K, most of 
the cursives, the Latin versions of D, E, F, G (three of them 
against their own Greek), the Vulgate, the Peshito Syriac, the 
Memphitic, the Gothic, the Armenian, Irenzeus, Origen several 
times, Justin Martyr, Eusebius, Chrysostom, Macarius, Cyril of 
Alexandria, Theodoret, John Damascene, Hilary, and others, — 
testimony, some of which runs back to the middle of the second 
century, or two hundred years earlier than the date of our oldest 
Greek manuscripts. The revised reading is attested by &, A, 
B, C, D, E, G, L, P, twenty-five or more cursives, the Philox- 
enian Syriac alone of all the versions, Eusebius also, and 
Euthalius. The latter, however, is plainly a transcriber’s error 
in writing xapS/as for xapdfas, — an error very easily committed 
in connection with the plural forms immediately preceding and 
following. ‘The expression éy rats xapdiors in the foregoing 
verse may also have had some influence in misleading the copy- 
ist. The expression cannot properly be translated, however, as 
the Revisers have translated it; for capxivais “ fleshly ” or “ of 
flesh,” belongs to zAaéi, “tables” or “tablets,” as truly as 
AOivats, “of stone,” belongs to the same word just before. The 
only legitimate rendering that can be given to the words is 
“tables of flesh (or ‘fleshly tablets’), hearts.”” But the reading 
“hearts”? is a palpable error for “of the heart,’’—one easily 
accounted for, and really deserving of no regard. To obtain 
the Revisers’ rendering, the Greek would need to be év wAagi 
Tals Kapdiats capKivats. 


iii. 9. 


The marginal reading, “ For if there is glory in the ministry 
of condemnation,” is attested by &, A, C, D first hand, F, G, 
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17, and six other cursives, several copies of the Old Latin 
Version, the Peshito Syriac, the Ethiopic, Origen, Cyril, and 
Ambrosiaster. But it is an attempted improvement of the 
apostle’s language. From the beginning of verse 7 to the end of 
verse 11, the leading idea with him, either'expressed or implied, 
was the dvaxovia or “ ministration.” This naturally led him to 
express himself here as in the text: “the ministration . .. zs 
sory,” —not as in the marginal reading: “there is glory iz 
the ministration,” or “attaching ¢o the ministration,” etc. 


iv. 6. 


Rec. T. as Adpapat — light to shine. 
Rev. T. as Adpyer — light shall shine. 


The former is attested by the earlier seventh-century corrector 
of &, C, D third hand, E, F, G, H, K, L, P, all but one or two 
cursives, the Old Latin Version, the Vulgate, the Peshito Syriac, 
the Gothic, the Armenian, Marcion several times as cited by 
Epiphanius, Origen, Justin Martyr, Athanasius, Macarius, Chrys- 
ostom, Euthalius, Cyril, Theodoret, John Damascene, Tertullian, 
and others. ‘The latter is the reading of ¥ first hand, A, B, D 
first hand, 67 second hand, Clement, and possibly the Ethiopic 
Version. It does not readily commend itself as the true read- 
ing. The usual sign of direct.address, the recitative 67, is 
wanting before éx. There is no known occasion on which God 
is previously spoken of as having said, “ Light shall shine out 
of darkness,” to which the apostle might be supposed to refer. 
There is no apparent reason why the apostle should depart from 
his ordinary mode of expression to introduce a single clause in 
direct discourse when the indirect seems far more to his pur- 
pose. To all which, it may be added that the reading is an 
obvious itacism, an early scribe having probably confounded 
Adpyat with Aduwet as the words were dictated to him, and so 
wrote the latter for the former. 
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iv. 14. 


The omission of “the Lord,” in the clause “who raised up 
the Lord Jesus,” to which the marginal note refers, is sanctioned 
by B, 17, 71, 73, one of the fragments of a fifth-century manu- 
script of the Old Latin Version, the Vulgate, the Armenian, 
Chrysostom, Tertullian, and others. But the word might easily 
have been omitted, as it probably was, because of its absence 
before Incod immediately following. None but a believer in 
the infallibility of Codex B would really think of omitting it. 


Vv. 17. 


Rec. T. yéyove kava Ta ravra. —all things are become new. 
Rey. T. yéyove katva. — they are become new. 


The former of these readings is supported by D second and - 
third hands, E, K, L, P, all the cursives, the Clementine Vulgate, 
the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Gothic, the manuscripts 
of the Armenian Version, Platt’s Ethiopic, Ignatius in his epistle 
to Polycarp as represented by his Latin interpreter, also in his 
epistle to the Magnesians, Justin Martyr, Origen, the Apostolic 
Constitutions, Methodius, Didymus, Ephraem Syrus, Athanasius, 
Chrysostom, Euthalius, Cyril in two passages, Theodoret, John 
Damascene, Tertullian, Ambrose in one of his epistles, Ambro- 
siaster, and others, —a strong array of witnesses from the earliest 
days. The revised reading is attested by &, B, C, D first hand, 
F, G, four manuscripts of the Vulgate, the Memphitic, an early 
edition of the Armenian Version, the Roman Ethiopic, Athana- 
sius according to a manuscript, Hilary, Ambrose in a second 
epistle, Augustine, and the author of De Promissionibus etc., of 
the fourth century. At the same time, the Peshito Syriac Version 
omits “and all things” from the beginning of the next verse, 
running the two verses together thus: “ And all things are made 
new by God.”” Cyril of Alexandria, in two other places than those 
just referred to, summarily and loosely cites the words so as to 
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make them read, “Old things have passed away avd become 
new.” The difficulty seems to have been that some early 
transcriber, not being able to comprehend the apostle’s mean- 
ing in the words, “ Behold, a things have become new,” and 
considering ra wdyra an erroneous reproduction of the ra ravra 
immediately following, omitted it, and made what seemed to 
him the more natural subject, implied in ra dpyata, take its 
place, giving us the reading, “Old things are passed away; 
behold, they have become new.” But ow old things have 
both passed away and become new, — that is, have disappeared 
and yet not disappeared,—he left his readers to conjecture. - 
It is as if the revelator had said (Rev. xxi. 4, 5), “The former 
things are passed away ; behold, I make ¢hem new.” 


xi. 4. 


Rec. T. Karas qvelxeobe. — ye might well bear with Aim. 
Rev. T. Kadas avéxeoSe. —ye do well to bear with Aim. 


The Received Text gives the reading of Codex 47, and a 
number of other cursives, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and others. 
The Revisers’ reading is that of B, D first hand, 17, and Cyril 
in a single passage. ‘The true reading, however, seems to be 
that of &{, D third hand, E, F virtually, G, H, K, L, M, P, most 
of the cursives, Chrysostom, Euthalius, and John Damascene, 
—namely, dveiyerOe, the reading adopted by Griesbach, Tre- 
gelles, Tischendorf, and admitted by Westcott and Hort into 
the margin. This and the received reading, however, are but 
different modes of writing the imperfect. But, as dve/yeoOe is 
the acknowledged genuine form of the word in verse 1, it is but 
proper, with all the evidence we have in its favor, to consider 
it the true form here. In verse 1, the other two forms —the 
present and the doubly augmented imperfect — are also found 
among the manuscripts as various readings for dveiyeoOe as well 
as here. But there, those readings are universally rejected as 
false. They are really deserving of no better fate here. This, 
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we think, will be apparent on considering the apostle’s meaning. 
In verse 1, he had said, “I would that ye might bear with my 
foolishness a little.” He then tells them (verses 2, 3) why he 
makes this request. After which, he goes on to say, “ For, if 
he that cometh (among you) preacheth another Jesus than the 
one we preached, or if ye are receiving a different Spirit from 
the one ye received (through us), or a different gospel from that 
ye accepted (at our hands), z.c. if ye are in a mood to do 
this, ye may well dear with (us).” Is it asked why? The 
apostle himself gives the answer: “ For I reckon that I am in 
no respect inferior to the most eminent apostles,” etc. This 
gives unity, harmony, and force to his language, which the 
revised reading does not and cannot give. That reading is a 
substitution of the present indicative instead of the apostle’s 
imperfect, apparently on account of the present xypvocet, 
“preacheth,” and AapBavere, “ye are receiving,” employed by 
him inthe protasis. But Paul must be trusted to say in his own 
way what he desired to say. 


xi. 6. 


Rec. T. avepw0évres — we have been made manifest. 
Rev. T. gavepdoavres — we have made 7¢ manifest. 


The former is the reading of the earlier seventh-century cor- 
rector of ¥, D third hand, E, K, L, P, nearly all the cursives, 
a fragment of a fifth-century manuscript of the Old Latin Ver- 
sion, the Clementine Vulgate, two manuscripts of Jerome’s, the 
Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, Chrysostom, 
Euthalius, Theodoret, John Damascene, and the poet Sedulius. 
The latter is attested by $§ first hand, B, F, G, and 17. But it 
is obviously a part of the gloss davepdoavres éavrods, “ having 
manifested ourselves,” originally written on the margin of an 
early manuscript to explain the meaning of ¢avepwOévtes. This 
gloss actually appears in full in M, two cursives, the Gothic and 
Armenian Versions ; while, in 67, it appears as pavepwcat EavTods. 
Codex D first hand, a few Latin manuscripts, and Ambrosiaster 
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give the passive aorist participle in the nominative szmgu/ar on 
account of the apostle’s speaking of himself in the singular in 
both what precedes and what follows; while cursives 1, 108, 
give it in the dative singular, as agreeing with wavré. The 
active participle, used without the reflexive originally attached 
to it, and without any expressed object as it is in the Revised 
Text, seems to refer back to yvwoa, “knowledge,” to furnish 
it with an object: “In everything we have made our knowledge 
manifest among all men to you-ward.” But, just what this 
means, it is not very easy to see. One of the Revisers, com- 
menting on it, explains it thus: “In every thing we have made 
the gospel which we preach manifest among all men with a view 
to your benefit.”? The reader can take his choice. We prefer 
to restore the apostle’s word, which the Revisers have rejected, 
and read: “ But if [we are] indeed deficient in speech, yet [we 
are] not in knowledge, but [the contrary], as in every respect 
we showed ourselves in all things relating to you’”’; z.e. while 
we were with you. This rendering is necessitated by the parti- 
ciple, which, so far from being equivalent to a verb in an inde- 
pendent clause as the versions make it, introduces a dependent 
clause ; and this clause can depend only on another — namely, 
“we are the reverse of this’? — implied in the second dAn’. 


Xi, 132: 


Rec. T, mdoat pe 0éAwv *— desirous to apprehend me. 
Rev. T. mdoat pe *— in order to take me. 


The presence of OéAwyv is attested by §, D third hand, E, F, 
G, K, L, M, P, all the cursives, the Memphitic, Philoxenian 
Syriac, Gothic, and Ethiopic Versions, Chrysostom, Euthalius, 
Theodoret, and John Damascene. It is wanting in B, D first 
hand, the Latin versions of D, E, F, the Vulgate, the Peshito 
Syriac, the Armenian, Erpenius’ Arabic, and Procopius. The 
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revised reading has more of the appearance of, being an abridg- 
ment of the apostle’s language than the other has of being an 
exegetical extension of it. If his precise meaning had been 
what the revised rendering represents it to be, he would hardly 
have failed of using his favorite form of expression «is 76 miacan 
pe, “in order to take me.” But, in saying “wishing to take 

ne,” he would naturally give the infinitive without the prepo- 
sition and the article. 


xii. 7. 


Rec. T.  tva pn direpalpwpar, —lest I should be exalted above measure. 
Rey. T. 86 tva ph drepalpwpat, — wherefore, that I should not be 
exalted overmuch. 


The received reading here is attested by D, E, K, L, P, all but 
one or two cursives, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian 
Syriac, the Armenian, Irenzeus, Origen, Athanasius, Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, John Damascene, Augustine, Ambrosiaster, and 
others. It is adopted also by Tregelles and Tischendorf. The 
revised reading is that of &, A, B, F, G, 17, and Euthalius. 
Codex 67 strikes out iva, and inserts 8&6 instead.. Dr. Hort 
says, “The documentary and transcriptional evidence place the 
genuineness of &6 above doubt: its omission is a characteristic 
Western attempt to deal with a difficulty by excision.”! This 
is plausible, no doubt, but it does not seem to be .altogether 
satisfactory, even to Dr. Hort, who. adds, a little farther on: 
“In all probability there is a corruption somewhere.” And it 
is just here. Some early critic connected the five preceding 
words of the verse with verse 6 in this manner : “But I forbear, 
lest some one consider me something more than he sees, or 
hears from me, that I am, even through the abundance of my 
revelations.” ‘Then, in order suitably to connect what follows 
with this, he introduced 8&6: “ Wherefore, \est I should be 
exalted overmuch, there was given me,” etc. This very con- 
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2 CORINTHIANS, 201 


struction appears in the Ethiopic Version. Lachmann, in like 
manner, places a full stop after dzroxaAvWewv, “ revelations,” but 
connects that and the four preceding words with the close of 
verse 5, placing verse 6 within parentheses, —an exceedingly 
harsh and improbable construction, but one to which he was 
apparently driven by his faith in the Alexandrine and Vatican 
Codices. As in other cases, the original text here can be 
secured only by abandoning the testimony of our oldest Greek 
manuscripts, and accepting ‘that of other, and in this instance 
more trustworthy, witnesses, —some of which date farther back 
than those manuscripts by one or more centuries. This, the 
American Committee of Revisers have done, though they retain 
“wherefore” in the margin, as the reading of “some ancient 
authorities.” 


GALATIANS. 


iii. 10. 


Rec. T. yéyparrat yap “Emixatdparos — for it is written, Cursed. 
Rev. T. yéypamrat yap St. Emnxardparos — for it is written, Cursed. 


The difference here relates solely to the text; the import of 
the readings is one and the same. The former is attested by 
K, L, most of the cursives, the Vulgate, Origen, Theodoret, and 
others ; the latter by &, A, B, C, D, E, F, G, P, six cursives, 
the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, and Armenian Versions, 
Euthalius, Cyril, and John Damascene. This reading is strongly 
supported by uncial testimony, but it is not in accordance with 
the apostle’s habitual mode of expressing himself. Not another 
instance can be found in all his writings in which he employs 
ore as a mere sign of quotation after the words yéyparrat yap. 
In iv. 22, where the language is indirect, giving the substance 
but not the exact phraseology of what is quoted, of course dre 
appears, just as its corresponding English word “ that” appears 
in the rendering. But, in every instance of direct quotation, 
yap is followed by the citation without an intervening 67. Just 
so where he employs: the formula, A€yet yap 7 ypady, “ For the 
Scripture saith.” The only apparent exception to this is in 
Rom. ix. 17, where r@ ®apaw follows ypady. This, however, is 
simply to mark just where the quotation begins. The same 
change (of inserting dru after yap) was attempted by some early 
critic, on the apostle’s language as reported by Luke in Acts 
xxiii. 5. This, however, was very properly disregarded by the 
Revisers, though it is attested as genuine by &, A, B, three 
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adopted by Tischendorf and Westcott and Hort. The apostle’s 
habitual mode of expressing himself declares strongly against 
the insertion of 67. In verse 13 of this chapter we find a 
similar critical hand has been at work, omitting the yap after 
yéyparra, and inserting before it the conjunction 6érz in the 
sense of “ for,” or “‘ because,” — a combination that the apostle 
never employs. Yet the Revisers, following Westcott and Hort, 
adopt it. This reading is supported by A, B, C, D first hand, 
E. first hand, F, G, two cursives, the Vulgate, the Ethiopic 
Version, Irenzeus according to his Latin interpreter, Eusebius, 
Euthalius, John Damascene, Hilary, Augustine, Jerome, Am- 
brosiaster, and others ; while the received reading, which is in 
accordance with the apostle’s habit of writing, is attested by 
, D and E as afterwards corrected, K, L, P, nearly all the 
cursives, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, 
the Armenian, Irenzus’ Greek text as given by Theodoret, 
Didymus, Chrysostom, Cyril, Theodoret, and others. In both 
of these verses, the work wrought upon the text was not only 
supererogatory, but evidently depraving, and needs to be 
undone. 


iv. 6. 


Rec. T. els tas kapSlas tpav— into your hearts. 
Rey. T. els ras kapSlas jpov — into our hearts. 


The latter reading is attested by &, A, B, C, D first hand, F, 
G, P, fifteen cursives, several copies of the Vulgate, Origen 
according to his Latin interpreter, Athanasius, Basil, Euthalius, 
Cyril (against Nestorius), Tertullian, Hilary, Jerome, Ambro- 
siaster, and others. The common reading has the support of D 
as afterwards corrected, E, K, L, most of the cursives, the 
Clementine Vulgate, three or more manuscripts of Jerome’s, 
the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, the Gothic, 
the Ethiopic, Didymus, Chrysostom, Cyril (again against Nes- 
torius as well as elsewhere), Theodoret, John Damascene, 
Victorinus, Augustine, and others. Those who accept the 
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testimony of the older uncials consider “ your hearts” a modi- 
fication of the original text in consequence of the preceding 
éoré, “ye are.” But quay is quite as likely to be an instance 
of an ever-recurring itacism, found in the oldest and best manu- 
scripts. There is no similarity whatever between the use of 
pov here and that in Rom. vii. 4; for there, the statement is 
not that “ye should be joined to another” “that we might 
bring forth fruit,” but that “ Chzist was raised from the dead 
that we [all who believe in him] should bring forth fruit unto 
God.” Nor can quay as a genuine reading be accounted for 
on the fanciful supposition that it arose involuntarily from the 
apostle’s own lively consciousness of the blessedness of adoption. 
The logical Paul could never have penned two such monstrous 
non-sequiturs as “ Because ye are sons, God sent his Spirit into 
our hearts” . . . “so that thou art no longer a servant, but a 
son”; in other words, (1) ‘ Because ye are sons, God has given 
us the spirit of sons,” and (2) “Inasmuch as we have his 
Spirit, show arta son.” This certainly is not she aposéle’s style 
of arguing. The text speaks for itself, and pronounces “ our” 
a palpably false reading. Notwithstanding the seemingly strong 
attestation in its favor, the other reading is in reality the 
more strongly supported, and should be accepted with un- 
questioning confidence. 


iv. 7. 
Rec. T. «Anpovépos @cod Sia Xprrrod.— an heir of God through 
Christ. 
Rev. T. kAnpovépos $4 cod. — an heir through God. 


The first of these readings is attested by \¥’s seventh-century 
emendator, C third hand, D, E, K, L, P, nearly every cursive, 
the Gothic Version, Didymus De Zvinitate, Chrysostom, Eu- 
thalius, Theodoret, and John Damascene. The second is 
according to & first hand, A, B, C first hand, 17, the Latin 
versions of F and G, the Vulgate, the Memphitic, Clement of 
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Alexandria, Basil, Didymus De TZrinifate in another place, 
Cyril, Victorinus, Augustine, Ambrose, Ambrosiaster, and others. 
The Greek texts of F and G read 84 @edv, zc. an heir “ because 
of God” ; while the Armenian and the Roman Ethiopic Ver- 
sion read simply “an heir of God” ; and other documents have 
other readings. The documentary evidence is not only greatly 
at variance in itself, but largely in conflict with intrinsic proba- 
bility. If we read, with the Revisers, “an heir through God,” 
and ask How, through God? the reply is, “ Through the mercy 
of God.” * But, if this had been the apostle’s meaning, he 
would, no doubt, have so expressed it. If we ask further, An 
heir of whom? the implication is, of God. This makes the 
apostle virtually say, “ And if a son, then an heir of God through 
the mercy of God.” Can any one believe that this is what the 
apostle meant? or, if it is, that he would have expressed him- 
self in this questionable manner? He had already said, in iii. 
26, “Ye are all sons of God through faith in Christ Jesus.” 
And if sons through Christ, then heirs through Christ, as a matter 
of course. His aim is to show that it is not through the law 
that we become God’s children and heirs, but through Christ, 
as we everywhere read. But this teaching, which continues 
down to verse 5, is lost in verse 7 of the R: V. in consequence 
of the new reading, though the allusion to the law is preserved 
in the word “ bondservant” in the first half of the verse. The 
fault is plainly with the manuscripts and other witnesses that 
testify to the apostle’s having written “an heir through God.” 
Obviously some very early copyist, in transcribing, omitted the 
words @eod dua Xpiorov, “of God through Christ,” and the 
omission passed into other transcripts before being observed. 
(So plausible is this reading that Griesbach considered it as 
probably the true reading, though there is but one known ex- 
tant document in support of it.) Readers, who subsequently 
noticed the omission, or some of them, sought to supply what 
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was wanting by writing it either on the margin or in the text 
according to the best of their recollection, — one writing simply 
@cod; another, da @cod; another, da @cdv; another, @eod da 
X uordv; another, simply da Xperrod; another, dua Inood Xpicrod; 
another, taking the apostle’s words from Rom. viii. 17, pév @eod 
ovykAnpovouos 6¢ Xpeorod; and one manuscript (Codex 178), if 
no more, survives with the omitted words still unrestored ; while 
the original reading — the one called for by the context —comes 
down to us through other channels. 


iv. 23. 


Rec. T.. 81a rijs émayyeAlas. — by promise. 
Rev. T. 81" émayyeAtas. — through promise. 

The presence of the article is attested by B, D, E, F, G, K, 
L, P, most of the cursives, Origen four times, Theodoret, and 
others. It is wanting in &, A, C, four cursives, Euthalius, 
Cyril, and John Damascene. The Revisers follow Tregelles 
and Westcott and Hort in rejecting the article ; but Lachmann, 
Tischendorf, Lightfoot, and others very properly consider it a 
part of the text. It has reference to the particular promise 
recorded in Gen. xvii. 16, 19, in accordance with which Isaac 
was born ; and it should not be omitted. Its omission grew out 
of the fact that the article is wanting before odpxa in the previous 
clause, with which the phraseology here was made to correspond 
in this respect. 


iv. 25. 

Rec. T. 16 yap” Ayap — For this Agar. 

Rev. T. 1 8” Ayap — Now this Hagar. 

The Revisers’ 82 is the reading of A, B, the Greek texts of 
D and E, four cursives, two manuscripts of the Vulgate, the 
Memphitic and Thebaic Versions, the margin of the Philoxenian 
Syriac, and Ambrosiaster. The common reading ydp is that 
of &, C, F, G, most of the cursives, the Latin versions of D 
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and E as well as of F and G, the Vulgate, the Peshito and 
Philoxenian Syriac, Armenian, Ethiopic, and Gothic Versions, 
Origen, Epiphanius, Chrysostom, Cyril, Theodoret, John Dam- 
ascene, Theophylact, Gicumenius, Victorinus, Augustine, and 
others. It was originally overlooked and omitted probably in 
consequence of the juxtaposition of the syllables yap "A yap, — 
the eye of the transcriber passing unconsciously from the one 
to the other before his pen had completed its work. After the 
omission, d¢ was inserted as a connecting link. Westcott and 
Hort adopt the latter; but Lachmann, Tregelles, Tischendorf, 
Lightfoot, and others, adopt yap. It is no doubt the true 
reading. 


v. I. 


Rec. T. Tq AevOepia ovv, y Xpirrds hpds nrcvOépace, orhere, — 
Stand fast therefore in the liberty wherewith Christ hath made us free. 

Rev. T. 14 Acv0epia Hpds Xprords HrcvOépwce* orhkere odv, — With 
freedom did Christ set us free: stand fast therefore. - 


In attestation of the 7 of the Received Text, we have D 
corrected by an early hand, E, F, G, K, L, most of the cur- 
sives, the Latin version of D as well as of E, F, and G, the 
Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Gothic, the 
Ethiopic, Marcion, Chrysostom, Cyril, Theodoret, Theophylact, 
and Gécumenius. Its omission is according to &, A, B, C, D 
first hand, P, less than ten cursives, the two Egyptian Versions, 
the Armenian, and John Damascene. The order given in the 
Revised Text to the next two words, jas Xpucrds, is attested 
by & first hand, A, B, D, E, F, G, P, six or more cursives, Cyril, 
John Damascene, and others, and is probably the original order. 
This collocation of words indicates that the relative 7 was early 
dropped by an inattentive scribe on account of its being fol- 
lowed by #as, which begins with the same letter, — the omission 
of the duplicate of a letter being a slip of frequent occurrence, 
and in some instances the result of ignorance, among ancient 
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transcribers.’ If we restore 7, the Revisers’ reading otherwise 
cannot reasonably be objected to. But the presence. of this 
word necessitates a revision of their punctuation and rendering ; 
thus: “Stand fast therefore in the freedom with which Christ 
hath made us free; and be not again entangled with a yoke 
of bondage.” 


Vv. 21. 


Rec. T. Odvor, pdvor, pé0ar, — envyings, murders, drunkenness. 
Rev. T. @dvor, pé0ar, — envyings, drunkenness. 


The received reading is attested by A, C, D, E, F, Ce an F 
P, most of the cursives, the Vulgate with the exception of a 
single manuscript, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the 
Memphitic, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, the Gothic, Ephraem 
Syrus, Chrysostom, Theodoret, John Damascene, Lucifer, Am- 
brosiaster, and others. The Revised Text is supported by 
&, B, five cursives, the twelfth-century Demidovian manuscript 
of the Vulgate, Clement of Alexandria, Euthalius, Chrysostom 
in one place, Augustine, and Irenzeus and Origen according to 
their Latin interpreters. The omitted word, in consequence 
of the resemblance between it and the one preceding, might 
very easily have dropped out of the text through homototeleuton. 
Its omission in this way is far more probable than that it was 





1As examples of this, witness the omission of y in vyévveots in Matt. i. 
18, by &, B, C, P, S, Z, A, and other documents, originating, perhaps, in 
the influence of yevécews in i. I; also in yevynOév in Matt. i. 20, by K, A; 
in Yevvjpara in Matt. xii. 34, by A and a few cursives; in éyevv7On in 
Mark xiv. 21, by A, L, A, 69, and other cursives; and in évyevrnOnoay in 
John i. 14, by A, B, A, and a number of cursives. In Matt. vi. 4, B, A, 
and John Damascene omit the verb nh may be,” after éAenuoctvn. In Matt. 
vii. 14, L omits the article 4 after orev}. The omission of 2 is of frequent 
occurrence. In like manner, in Matt. xiii. 16, D, M omit the article of 
after waxdprot, “ blessed.” This omission of one or more letters preceded 
or followed by the same letter or letters is one of the commonest errors 
occurring in the old manuscripts. 
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introduced from Rom. i. 29. The fact that it appears in all 
the ancient versions, which would hardly be the case if it were 
a spurious reading, confirms this view. 


vi. 2. 


We must unite with Lachmann, Tischendorf, Meyer, Ellicott, 
and others, in regarding the future indicative dvamAnpwoere, 
“ye shall fulfil,” as the true reading here, instead of the aorist 
imperative dvazAnpwoare, “ fulfil ye.” It certainly is more in 
keeping with the context. The apostle, after having said, 
‘“‘Bear ye one another’s burdens ; avd so (since thus) ye shall 
Julifil the law of Christ,” would very naturally run verse 4 into 
the same mould: “Let each prove his own work ; and then he 
shall have his glorying in regard to himself, and not in regard 
to another.” Besides, all the other imperatives in these verses 
are in the present; and the fact that this is in the aorist 
naturally awakens the suspicion that it is only the future 
indicative slightly changed. The future is attested by B, F, G, 
two cursives, four manuscripts of the Old Latin Version, Mai’s 
Extracts, the Vulgate, the Peshito Syriac, the Memphitic, 
the Ethiopic, the Gothic, Theodoret, Tertullian, Cyprian, Vic- 
torinus, Jerome, Augustine, Orosius, and others. The aorist 
imperative is the reading of §¥, A, C, the Greek texts of D and 
E, K, L, N, P, nearly all the cursives, the Philoxenian Syriac 
and Armenian Versions, Clement, Basil, Ephraem Syrus, Didy- 
mus, Athanasius, Chrysostom, Euthalius, and John Damascene. 
The presence of the future rather than the imperative in most 
of the versions strongly favors this as the original reading. 


Vie 25: 


Rec. T. év yap Xpiorre "Inood otre meptropy — For in Christ Jesus 
neither circumcision. 

Rev. T. otre yap mwepvropt — For neither circumcision. 

The received reading here is attested by §, A, C, D, E, F, 
G, K, L, P, nearly all the cursives, the Vulgate, the Memphitic, 
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Woide’s Thebaic, the margin of the Philoxenian Syriac, Platt’s 
Ethiopic, Euthalius, Theodoret, John Damascene, Victorinus, 
Ambrose, and Ambrosiaster. The Revisers’ reading is that of 
only three Greek manuscripts, namely, B and the two cursives, 
17 of the eleventh century, and 47 of nearly the same age, 
—the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac Versions, the Thebaic 
according to Griesbach’s readings, the Venetian edition of the 
Armenian, the Roman Ethiopic, and the Gothic, Chrysostom, 
Jerome, and Augustine. But it is exceedingly improbable that 
the apostle, while combating Jewish prejudices, should say 
absolutely that circumcision is nothing and uncircumcision is. 
nothing, even though he had in the preceding chapter (verse 6) 
qualified the statement by prefacing it with the words “in Christ 
Jesus.” By placing the observance and the non-observance of 
a God-given, hallowed, national ceremony unqualifiedly on one 
and the same level of inutility, it would look as if he regarded 
the Mosaic law a thing of no account. In the circumstances 
in which he was placed, it was but natural, therefore, that he 
should restrict his language here, as he had before restricted it, 
in order to prevent misapprehension, and a perversion of his 
words. Indeed, it was hardly possible for it to be otherwise. 
And the strong documentary evidence before us irresistibly 
leads to the conclusion that he really did do this. But some 
one, wishing to make the apostle’s utterance more striking and 
perhaps somewhat startling, — or, possibly, merely considering 
the words “in Christ Jesus’ altogether unnecessary, since they 
had been once given before,—struck them out. The Revisers’ 
reading has, in fact, every appearance of being “a distinctively 
Syrian reading.” 


BPPHESTANS. 


i. 1. 


To this verse is appended the marginal note, “Some very 
ancient authorities omit zz Zphesus.” To prevent this from 
being misleading, the Revisers should have added in substance 
Meyer’s remark, “ But the words are so decisively attested that 
they cannot be deprived of their right to a place in the text.” 
These “‘ very ancient authorities” are the original scribes of § 
and B. A corrector of the twelfth-century cursive 67 (whose 
corrections betray greater or less affinity with B), marks the 
expression as doubtful ; while Origen and Basil the Great found 
it wanting in certain copies, and Marcion seems to have in- 
terpolated “at Laodicea” instead. On the other hand, the 
expression is found in all the other uncials and cursives, and 
even in these two uncials as afterward corrected, and in 67, 
as it came from the hand of its original scribe. ‘The evidence 
of the versions, too, is unanimous for “in Ephesus.” Several of 
the Fathers also, as Ignatius (according to the Syriac Version 
of his Epistle to the Ephesians, written two hundred years 
before $&§ and B), Chrysostom, Theodoret, John Damascene, 
and others, attest the reading. Even Origen and Basil repre- 
sent the epistle as written to the Ephesians. The omission of 
the expression appears to have arisen in this way: The letter, 
after being received at Ephesus, was probably duplicated so 
that a copy could be sent to one or more other churches in 
the immediate vicinity. From such a copy the words “in 
Ephesus” would naturally, if not necessarily, be omitted, and 


- the blank be left without the name of any other place, as no 
Zi 
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other name was inserted by the writer. Copies taken from 
such a copy would naturally appear with a blank where copies 
made directly from the autograph, but not specially intended 
for other churches, would have the apostle’s words “in Ephesus.” 
The Colossians were charged (Col. iv. 16) by the apostle him- 
self to have his letter to them read by the church at Laodicea, 
and to see that they obtained from the Laodiceans another 
letter of his, or a copy of it. The letter thus referred to may 
have been this Epistle to the Ephesians, which, or a copy of 
which, the Ephesians had been verbally instructed by Tychicus 
(Eph. vi. 21, 22), when he delivered the letter to them, to 
send to the church at Laodicea. Hence, perhaps, Marcion, 
who may have obtained, in the next century, a copy more or 
less directly from some member of the Laodicean Church, calls 
it the Epistle to the Laodiceans. That Paul inserted the words 
“in Ephesus” is evident. The language, “to the saints that 
are, and to the faithful in Christ Jesus,’’ not only differs from 
his usual style of address, but misrepresents him. Elsewhere, 
after the expression “to the saints that are,” he invariably adds 
words denoting where they are ; as, “in Rome,” “in Corinth,” 
“in Philippi.” This naturally leads us to conclude that here 
he added “in Ephesus.” If he did not, the words can legiti- 
mately mean only, “to the saints that are also believers in 
Christ,” — as if any saints, in his use of the word, were not of 
necessity believers in Christ. The apostle could not have given 
utterance to such an idea. Basil’s assumption that “saints 
that are” is the correct reading, and that the meaning is 
“saints that are saints,” is a mere conceit, alike unworthy of 
the apostle and unsuited to the connection. —The marginal 
note is really uncalled for. As it stands, it is more harmful 
than otherwise. Ordinary readers, for whom, principally, the 


revision was or should have been designed, are liable to be 
misled by it. 
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i. T45 
Rec. T. ro IIvedpart. . . to ‘Ayla, bs éorw dppaBov — that Holy 
Spirit . . . which is the earnest. 


Rev. T. to IIvetpare . . . to “Aylw, 6 éotw appaBov—the Holy 
Spirit . . . which is an earnest. 


The received reading ds has the support of &, D, E, K, most 
of the cursives, Didymus, Chrysostom in his comment, The- 
odoret, John Damascene, Photius, Theophylact, CEcumenius, 
Victorinus, and others. ‘The Revisers’ 6 is the reading of A, B, 
F, G, L, fifteen cursives, Athanasius, Euthalius, Chrysostom in 
the text, and Cyril. Lachmann, like the Revisers, adopts this 
as the true reading. ‘Tischendorf adopts os. Tregelles also 
reads 6s, but places 6 in the margin; while Westcott and Hort 
place 6 in the text, and és in the margin. “Os is probably the 
original and true reading, early set aside by some critical hand 
for 6, on account of the gender of the antecedent, Ivetya, 
“Spirit.” The apostle, in employing the masculine, conforms 
the gender of the relative to that of the predicate noun in its 
own clause, namely, dppaBwv, “an earnest,” or pledge. In ii. 
13, the relative represents a plural noun, Odeo, “ tribula- 
tions”’; but, inasmuch as the predicate nominative is in the 
singular, the relative yris is in the singular also, to agree in’ 
number with S0éa, “glory.”” Invi. 17, the noun following in the 
predicate is a neuter, pyya, “a word”; hence the relative is 
neuter, though it refers back to the feminine paxaipa, “ sword.” 
In 1 Tim. iii. 15, the noun in the predicate of the relative 
clause is a feminine, éxxAyoia, “the church,” and the relative is 
accordingly rts, though the antecedent is a masculine, oiky. 
On the same principle, in Gal. iii. 16, the relative is és, “ who,” 
—the following noun being Xpuords, “Christ,” though the 
antecedent is a neuter, oréppa, “seed.” The same is true in 
1 Tim. iii. 16, where the relative (which appears in some docu- 
ments as 6 and in others as @eds), though representing the 
neuter noun, puoryptov, “ mystery,” immediately preceding, is 


214 THE REVISERS’ GREEK TEXT. 


unquestionably masculine, because the one meant by pvarnptov, 

and spoken of in what follows, is Christ, precisely as in Col. 

i. 27. (See Note on 1 Tim. iii. 16.) This is the apostle’s 

habitual mode of writing. Instead of supposing that he de- 

parted from it in this instance, it is more reasonable and just 
oY 


to conclude that the neuter 6 is the work of another, who 
thought he had discovered an error, and desired to correct it. 


je 


Rec. T. kal thv dydanv thy els wavras— and love unto all. 
Rev. T. kal tiv els wavras—and which ye skew toward all. 


The common reading, ri ayarnv, is vouched for by the 
seventh-century corrector of &%, D, E, F, G, K, L, nearly every 
cursive, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the 
Memphitic, the Gothic, the Ethiopic, Ephraem Syrus, Chrysos- 
tom, Cyril, Euthalius, Theodoret, John Damascene, Victorinus, 
Augustine in one of his epistles, Ambrosiaster, and others. 
The words are wanting in & first hand, A, B, P, 17, Origen, 
Cyril in another treatise, Jerome, and Augustine on Predestina- 
tion. They were, no doubt, omitted in consequence of the 
recurrence of rjv,—the eye of a copyist having passed from 
one to the other, leaving éyamyv and one of the articles unno- 
ticed and unwritten. The sentence as revised indicates that 
something is wanting. Properly translated, it reads : ‘‘ Where- 
fore I also, having heard of your faith in the Lord Jesus, and 
[. . .] which ye have toward all the saints, cease not to give 
thanks,” etc. This double use of connectives without any 
substantive between them, though common enough with the 
modern school-boy, is something that was unknown to manly 
writers of Greek in the apostle’s day. In addition to this, the 
fact that all the versions contain the omitted words leaves no 
room to doubt their genuineness. It is but justice to the 
American Committee of Revisers to say that they did not 
approve of the change in the text. 
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Vv. 2. 


Rec. T. Kads kal 6 Xpiorros nydayoev huds, kal wapéSwxev eavtov 
Saép pav — as Christ also hath loved us, and hath given himself for us. 

Rev. T. KaQds cal 6 Xpiorés nydayoev dpds, kal wapéSwkev EavTov 
tartp qpav — even as Christ also loved you, and gave himself up for us. 


It is altogether improbable that the apostle Paul ever dictated 
or penned words according to this revised reading. ‘There was 
no call for such writing on his part. And it is unjust to repre- 
sent him as having thus expressed himself, — especially when 
the source of such incoherence is obvious. The apostle wrote, 

“Be followers of God as beloved children ; and walk in love, 
even as Christ loved us, and gave himself up for us.” But 
some copyist, governed by the person of the preceding verbs, 

carelessly wrote tas, “ you,” for jas, “us,” leaving the second 

“us” unchanged. And so it passed into a number of copies, 
giving this reading more or less currency. Afterwards, some 
corrector tried his pen. But, instead of changing the “ you” 
back to “us,” he altered the second “us” to “you.” Thus, 
at least three different classes of manuscripts came into use ; — 
the original reading “us . . . us”; the first departure there- 
from reading “you . .. us”; and the second departure “you 
... you.” This accounts for the preponderance of docu- 
mentary attestation in support of the second “us”; while the 
manuscripts, versions, and Fathers are nearly equally divided 
between “us” and “ you” after “loved.” 


Vv. 30. 


Rec. T. pédn eopiv tot cdparos atrod, ek ris wapKos avrot Kal é« 
rav dotéwv avrov. — we are members of his body, of his flesh, and of his 


bones. 
Rev. T. pédq éopiv rod capatos abrod. —we are members of his 


body. 
The entire reading, as given in the Received Text, is attested 
by §%’s seventh-century corrector, D, E, F, G, L, P, nearly 
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every cursive, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, 
and Armenian Versions, Irenaeus, Chrysostom, Theodoret, John 
Damascene, Victorinus, Ambrosiaster, Jerome, and others. 
Irenzus, speaking concerning what the Revisers have omitted, 
states expressly that the apostle “says this, not of some spiritual 
and invisible man, for a spirit has neither bones nor flesh, but 
of a distribution (of the members) similar to what is found in 
the human body, which consists of flesh, nerves, and bones.” 
Whatever may be thought as to the correctness of this com- 
ment, it proves that Irenzeus, a.D. 178, accepted the words as 
genuine. Their omission, however, is according to © first 
hand, A, B, 17, 67 second hand, the Memphitic and Ethiopic 
Versions, Methodius, and Euthalius. Those who reject the 
words consider them as introduced from Gen. ii. 23. But, if 
they had been thus introduced, they would read éx trav éoréwv 
avrov Kal éx THs GapKds avrov, as in the Septuagint, and not in 
the inverted order in which they stand here. Besides, no one 
would think of making such an addition as “ out of his flesh 
and out of his bones,” to language apparently as complete as 
“We are members of his body” ; especially when the glorified 
body of Christ has neither flesh nor bones, and the addition 
would naturally appear not only unnecessary but misapplied. 
It was rather on this account that the words were omitted, — 
because their import was enigmatical, and they had the ap- 
pearance of being irrelevant, —a mode of dealing with obscure 
and difficult expressions by no means uncommon in a certain 
class of documents. In writing these words, no doubt, the 
apostle had in mind the record respecting Eve as formed from 
Adam’s bones and flesh. The allusion, however, was not made 
under the idea that believers in Christ are in any sense taken 
from him and made his, as Eve was from Adam. It was simply 
to express the thought that the relation subsisting between 
Christ and his church is as close and intimate as if the latter 
had been taken and formed from his flesh and from his bones, 
as Eve was from Adam’s. And so the apostle himself teaches 
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us by prefixing the words, “even as Christ also [nourisheth and 
cherisheth] the church” ; and adding immediately after, “ This 
is a great mystery (or hidden truth) ; but I am speaking con- 
cerning Christ and the church.” (Verse 32.) The words, 
properly rendered, would read, “We are [so to speak] mem- 
bers of his body, out of his flesh and out of his bones.” The 
language, of course, is figurative, and must be so interpreted, 
without subjecting it to tension or violence. 


PTET Pei 


ii. 1. 

Tue change made by the Revisers in this verse from tivd to 
tis before orAdéyxva, “tender mercies,” was simply for its own 
sake, not in order to prepare the text for a correct English 
rendering. The word may be “ overwhelmingly ” supported by 
documentary evidence, —, A, B, C, D, E, F, G, K, L, P, 
more than fifty cursives, Euthalius, Chrysostom, John Damas- 
cene, and (Ecumenius; but it is only the result of an early 
thoughtless repetition of the ris occurring twice just before. 
The same blunder was perpetrated in changing ri to ris before 
rrapapvo.ov, “ comfort,” A. V., “consolation,” R. V., the second 
of the four nouns here accompanied by this word, —a blunder 
which still appears in D first hand, L, 17, 46, 73, 137, and 
twelve or more cursives, and in Theodoret and Theophylact. 
Though ris orAayxva is ungrammatical Greek, the change, like 
hundreds of other changes, does not affect the English text in 
the least. Those who defend this reading assume that the 
combined testimony of certain ancient manuscripts is unim- 
peachable, and that the apostle employed ris in reference to 
the abstract idea of compassion embodied in orAayxva, a neuter 
plural! But Meyer shows conclusively that this latter assump- 
tion is altogether untenable. In no one of the other eight 
instances in which the apostle employs oAdyyva, does he treat 
it as a singular by connecting with it an article or an adjective 
in the singular. If zis is a copyist’s blunder, as we make no 
question it is (and it is easily accounted for as such), “ How,” 


say those who believe in the infallibility of copyists rather than 
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in the apostle’s ability to write Greek correctly, “how could 
such an ungrammatical blunder, if not genuine, be so widely 
circulated?’’ We answer, In precisely the same way that it is 
now continued in circulation by those who believe it to be the 
true reading, — by holding to it, and handing it down to others. 
Or, — to give our answer in a little different form, — it is just 
as the false reading in Matt. xxiii. 24, “strain af a gnat,” has 
been handed down through nearly three centuries of intelligent 
printers and editors, whose reverence for the letter of the A. Vz 
has withheld them from correcting it, though Tyndale has it 
“strayne out,” and King James’s Revisers could not, in place 
of it, have sent to the press such a reading as “ strain at.” The 
Greek word dA‘ev means to strain off, or out, through a sieve, 
cloth, filter, or by some other means; and that any body of 
Greek scholars should be capable of translating it “strain at,” 
is utterly incredible. Any one familiar with the mistakes of 
copyists, and the mechanical way in which copying is generally 
done, should be the last to ask how such blunders can be per- 
petuated, and the first to do the original writer the justice of 
believing that he did not write what he was morally and intel- 
lectually incapable of having written. 


lii. 13. 
Rec. T, éy@ éuavrov od Aoyifopat KaretAnévar *— I count not myself 
to have apprehended. 


Rev. T. éyo épavrév otmrw AoyiLopar KarevAnhévar*—I count. not 
myself yet to have apprehended. 


The ov, of the Received Text and the Revisers’ margin, is 
attested by B, D corrected by a second or third hand, E, F, G, 
K, L, most of the cursives, the Latin version of D as well as 
those of E, F, and G, the Vulgate, the Peshito Syriac, the text 
of the Philoxenian Syriac, the Gothic, the Armenian, Origen, 
Chrysostom twice, Tertullian, Victorinus, and Jerome-on Ezekiel? 
Ovzw is vouched for by &%, A, the Greek text of D, P, 17, and 
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about forty other cursives, the Memphitic, the Ethiopic, the 
margin of the Philoxenian Syriac, Clement of Alexandria, Basil, 
Euthalius, Chrysostom in one place, in another otéérw, and in 
yet another ov as just noted, Theodoret, the Paschal Chronicle, 
John Damascene, Ambrosiaster, Jerome against Pelagius, and 
others. But this reading was introduced in consequence of the 
repeated “already,” of verse 12. To have been genuine, it 
should have preceded, not AoyiGouar, but xarerAnpevar. As it 
stands, it belongs to the former, and should be taken with it, 
making the clause read, “I do not yet consider myself to have 
apprehended”; whereas the Revisers improperly connect it 
with the latter by rendering the clause, “I count not myself ye¢ 
to have apprehended.” It is true, this rendering is called for 
by the statement, “ Not that I have already obtained, or am 
already made perfect,” in verse 12; but the position of ovrw 
forbids it. This, however, is to be expected, as the word is 
merely a modification of o8, which belongs to AoyiLouat. 


iv. 23. 


The Revisers omit “Amen” at the close of this verse ; and 
yet the documentary evidence preponderates in its favor. In 
support of it, we have §, A (C would doubtless be found here 
if not defective), D, E, K, L, P, every cursive but one, a 
seventh-century fragment of the Old Latin Version, the Vulgate, 
Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac Versions, the Memphitic, the 
Armenian, the Ethiopic, Theodoret, John Damascene, Ambro- 
siaster, and others. The omission is found only in B, F, G, one 
cursive, 47, the Thebaic, the only version except the Latin 
versions of F and G, Chrysostom, Euthalius, and Victorinus. 
We do not understand why the word should be omitted here, 
yet retained at the close of 1 Cor. xvi. 24, when the testimony, 


for and against, in the two instances is as nearly identical as. 
can well be. 


SOLOS SEAN S: 


1, 7 


’ Rec. T. mords trép tpav StdKovos tod Xptorod, — for you a faithful 
minister of Christ. 

Rev. T. morés trép hav Siaxovos tod Xpiorod, —a faithful min- 
ister of Christ on our behalf. 


The tyay of the Received Text and the Revisers’ margin is 
attested by the seventh-century corrector of §%, C, D second 
hand, E, K, L, P, most of the cursives, the Latin versions of D 
and F as well as that of E, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Phi- 
loxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, the Gothic, the Armenian, the 
Ethiopic, the Arabic, Chrysostom, Euthalius, Theodoret, John 
Damascene, Sedulius, Ambrosiaster, and others. The juav,-of 
the Revised Text, is less strongly attested by §& first hand, A, B, 
the Greek text of F, and of D according to the original scribe, 
G, ten cursives, and only the Latin translation of G among all 
the versions. It was carelessly introduced in place of tpév in 
consequence of following so closely after the preceding quar. 
That it is a false reading is obvious from iv. 12, 13 : “ Epaphras, 
who is one of you . . . always striving for you (imp ipav, as 
here), in his prayers, etc. . . . he hath much labor for you” 
(iwép iuav again), etc. The verse might perhaps be more 
faithfully expressed in English thus: “ Even as ye learned from 
Epaphras our beloved fellow-servant, who is faithful on your 
behalf as a minister of Christ.” The apostle seems to have 
been desirous of assuring the brethren at Colosse of Epaphras’ 
well-doing and faithfulness on their behalf while earnestly labor- 
ing with him in his imprisonment. — 
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i. 12. 


The marginal reading, ipas, “you,” in place of “us” in the 
clause, “ who hath made us meet to be partakers”’ etc., is too 
feebly attested to merit .consideration. It crept in through 
some transcriber’s carelessness under the influence of the pre- 
ceding context, as is evident from a_comparison of this verse 
with verses 13, 14. Itis attested only by &, B, half a dozen cur- 
sives, two copies of the Vulgate, the margin of the Philoxenian 
Syriac, the Ethiopic Version, Didymus, Theophylact, and Am- 
brosiaster. On Westcott and Hort’s principles, it cannot safely: 
be rejected. Hence its appearance in the margin. —It may 
be added that D, F, G, and a few other documents, read here, 
“who hath called us to’ be” etc., while B alone reads, “who 
hath called and made you meet to be” etc., —a reading, which, 
if found in any other manuscript, Dr. Hort would call a 
* conflation.” 


i. 21. 


The marginal note assures the reader that, instead of “hath 
he reconciled,” “some ancient authorities read, ye have been 
reconciled.” The only known ancient document that reads 
droxatnAddyyre, “ye were (or have been) reconciled,” is B. 
Codex D first hand, G, the Greek text of F, the Latin versions 
of D, E, and G, Mai’s Extracts, the Gothic Version, Ambro- 
siaster, and possibly Irenzeus, have the nominative plural of the 
second aorist passive participle, droxatadAayevres, “ having been 
reconciled,” —a reading that is -by no means suited to the 
connection. The reading of B evidently arose from beginning 
@ sentence with vvvi, under the influence of the preceding words, 
“you being in time past alienated” etc. This was thought to 
require the reading, “But xow ye have been reconciled ” OtCy 
—which throws the construction out of harmony with what 
follows : “that he might present you” etc. The reading of the 
text, “he hath reconciled,” points back to a fulfilment of God’s 
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purpose as expressed by the aorist active, dmoxaraAddzat, “ to 
reconcile,” in verse 20, and seems to be, beyond doubt, what 
the apostle wrote. On account of his involved and parentheti- 
cal language, which to himself was perfectly clear as well as 
natural, many and perhaps most commentators have labored 
over the construction in thisverse. But a moment’s careful exam- 
ination of his words ought to suffice to make them clear to 
every one. Throughout this passage (verses 19-22) the lead- 
. ing subject of discourse is “the Father,” as in verses 12, 13. 
The latter half of verse 20 is parenthetical, placing an inter- 
jected thought, that naturally presented itself; between the 
verb “reconcile,” in verse 20, and “even you,” a part of its 
object, in verse 21. With these points in view, the passage 
may be rendered, “ For it pleased the Father, in him [Christ ] 
to have all fulness dwell, and through him to reconcile all 
things to himself [the Father] (having made peace through 
him by means of the blood of his cross, whether as to things 
upon earth or things in heaven), even you, who were once 
alienated and enemies by your inclination for evil works. But 
now he [the Father] hath reconciled (you) by the body of his 
[Christ’s] flesh, through his death, that he [the Father] might 
present you holy, and without a blemish, and unreprovable in 
his [Christ’s] presence.” (Compare 2 Cor. v. 18, 19 3-i¥. 14; 
xi. 2; Eph. v. 25-27; Jude 24, 25.) 


I. 27. 


Rec.T. 8s ore Xpto-rés — which is Christ. 
Rey. T. 8 éo-rt Xpto-rés — which is Christ. 


The first of these readings is attested by &, C, D, EoKeb, 
most of the cursives, Eusebius, Chrysostom, Euthalius, Cyril, 
Theodoret, and John of Damascus ; the last, by A, By Ey GpP, 
‘17, 47, and 67 second hand. °O was, no doubt, originally 
introduced to make the gender of the relative the same as that 
of its antecedent 70d pvorypiov, “the mystery,” —a change 
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which was favored, and possibly thought to be required, by the 
construction cwpatos 6 éorw 4 exkAXynoia in verse 24. But 
the apostle’s usual mode of writing calls for the masculine, be- 
cause of the predicate noun, Xpiords, which it represents, and 
which embodied an idea of far greater weight in his mind than 
pvorypiov, and would thus naturally lead him to write the 
masculine instead of the neuter. (See Note on Eph. i. 14.) 
While Lachmann and Westcott and Hort adopt 6 (though the 
latter place ds in the margin as a secondary and possibly genuine 
reading), Griesbach, Tregelles, Tischendorf, Meyer, and other 
editors follow the Received Text. 


ii. 7. 
Rec. T. meptooetovres év airy év edxaptoria, — abounding therein 
with thanksgiving, 
Rev. T.  meprooevovres év ebxaptoria. — abounding in thanksgiving. 


The words év airy omitted from the text by the Revisers, 
are found in B, D third hand, E, K, L, most of the cursives, 
the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Armenian, Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, John Damascene, and Ambrosiaster. They are 
wanting in § first hand, A, C, 17, and ten or twelve other 
cursives, a few copies of the Vulgate, the Memphitic, the 
Ethiopic, Euthalius, and others. The presence of the pronoun 
and its preposition evidently gave trouble to early readers and 
scribes on account of the év cbxaptoria following immediately 
after. This led some to omit the words. Others, instead of 
omitting them, took them to be a transcriptional error for éy 
avr@, employed by the apostle in the former part of the verse. 
Hence the appearance of this phrase in §§ as corrécted by a 
seventh-century reader, D first hand, the Vulgate, and other 
documents. This reading is too feebly attested to be supposed 
for a moment to be the original reading, from which éy aith 
may have sprung. On the contrary, the presence of éy aird 
tends indirectly to prove that éy avry is a part of the original 
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text, set aside for what was incorrectly considered the true 
reading. Others, while retaining év avry, omitted év edyapioria, 
——a reading preserved to us in Codex P, which constitutes an 
additional witness in favor of éy avry. The sentence without 
these words really seems to stand in no need of any addition. 
And certainly no reader or scribe would have been tempted 
to insert them if they had not been genuine. When we grasp 
the apostle’s meaning, — not “ abounding in “re faith,” but 
abounding 7 faith (that in which he would have them BeBatov- 
pevot, “made firm,”) with thanksgiving, —we see a propriety, 
a special force in the exhortation, which the bare words 
“abounding in thanksgiving” do not possess. 


ii. 18. 


Rec. T. di pi ébpaxev uBarevwv, — intruding into those things which 
he hath not seen. 

Rev. T. & éébpaxev éuBarevwv, — dwelling in the things which he hath 
seen, 


The negative, which the Revisers have relegated to the 
margin, is supported by the seventh-century corrector of &¥, C, 
D second and third hands, F, G, K, L, P, most of the cursives, 
the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Gothic, the 
Armenian, Origen in one edition of his works, Chrysostom, 
Euthalius, Theodoret, John Damascene, Ambrosiaster accord- 
ing to one edition, Augustine, and Jerome. The p is wanting 
in & first hand, A, B, D first hand, 17, 28, 67 second hand, 
Mai’s Extracts, the Memphitic and Ethiopic Versions, Origen 
in other editions, Lucifer, Questiones ex utroque Testamento, 
and Ambrosiaster according to another edition. There is 
nothing in the immediate connection to indicate that either 
the presence or the absence of my is really due to transcrip- 
tional error. It is due rather to a misapprehension of the 
import of a part of the context. If the word is genuine, its 
absence in some manuscripts is owing originally to intentional 
omission, from being considered incompatible with the apostle’s 
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meaning. ° If spurious, its presence is due to the opposite con- 
sideration that it is essential to the expression of the apostle’s 
thought, and that it was really inserted by him, but in some 
way, in transcribing, had been omitted. From a mere tran- 
scriptional point of view, the latter is less credible than the 
former; that is, on this ground, the probability is rather in 
favor of the genuineness of the negative than otherwise. And 
when we look at the words themselves, this probability increases, 
"Eu Barevwv, nowhere else used in the New Testament, primarily 
means stepping in or on, as on an island or into any territory ; 
hence, entering on or coming into possession of; and, by an 
easy transition, laying claim to, —a meaning necessarily im- 
plied in the act of taking possession of. This claim may be 
just or unjust. That is not determined by the word itself, but 
by the context. If the apostle’s meaning here were, as some 
suppose, simply entering upon or into, there is no probability 
that he would have gone so far out of his usual and natural 
course as to say éuBarevwy instead of eioeAPdv; or if it were, 
as the Revisers have it, “ dwelling in,” that he would have used 
this word instead of évouxdv. Besides this, the employment by 
the apostle of the simple é#paxey to denote the seeing of things 
in vision or by means of visions is altogether incredible. And 
yet it must be so taken if the negative is discarded. Grimm, 
in his Lexicon, under the word éuBarevw, says, “If we expunge 
py, we must render [the clause], ‘ going into curious and subtile 
speculation about things which he has seen in visions granted 
him,’”’ —which the Revisers have condensed into “dwelling 
in the things which he hath seen,” though the import of their 
words is by no means clear apart from Grimm’s or some similar 
paraphrase, like Humphry’s, “asserting a knowledge of ¢hings 
supernatural which he has seen.’ This obscurity, coupled 
with the unnatural use to which some of the words need to be 
put in case the negative is omitted, forms a strong presumption 
that the omission is unwarranted. With the negative, the text 
is natural, easy, and commends itself as genuine; “Let no 
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one” divert you from your steadfastness and constancy in 
following Christ by placing any obstacle in your way, and so 
“ beguile you of your reward ’’ — the crown of life — “seeking 
to do it under the guise of humility and angel-worship, dayzng 
claim to what he has not seen, vainly puffed up,” etc. 


ili. 6. 

The marginal note says, “Some ancient authorities omit 
upon the sons of disobedience,” and refers to Eph. v. 6, as if 
these words might have been introduced from that verse. Eph. 
ii. 2, where the apostle has the expression, “in the children of 
disobedience,” might also have been referred to. The fact 
that a phrase or expression appears (possibly more than once) 
in a certain epistle, and again in another epistle written at the 
same time by the same person, is no reason why we should 
question its genuineness in one of those epistles any more than 
we should its genuineness the second or the third time it might 
appear in one and the same epistle, even though the testimony 
of a few ancient documents may seem to indicate that it is a 
false reading. The witnesses here referred to in the words 
“ some ancient authorities” are one Greek manuscript, B, and 
two versions, the Thebaic and the Roman Ethiopic, — whose 
unsupported testimony in favor of any peculiar reading may 
be considered fArima-facie evidence against its genuineness. 
In this instance, they are supported by Clement of Alexandria, 
Cyprian, and Ambrosiaster. This, however, is not enough to 
prove the words omitted by them to be no part of the original 
text. The expression éy ots, which follows, is the apostle’s own 
protest against the mutilation of his language. This expression 
does not mean “in the which,” as the A. V., the R. V., and 
others make it mean, as if it referred to the sins specified in 
verse 5. It refers, as the same expression does in Eph. it. 3 
(where the same thought is expressed), to “the sons of diso- 
bedience ” immediately preceding, and means “among whom,” 
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as the Revisers have it in their margin; for the apostle hardly 
meant to reason in a circle, and say, “72 which things ye also 
formerly walked, when ye lived zm those things.” Verse 7, 
following on after the mention of “the sons of disobedience,” 
should read, “ Among whom ye also once walked, when ye 
were living (or, were alive) in those things.” Now, if we omit - 
the phrase “upon the sons of disobedience,’ as B and its 
frequent ally in error, the Thebaic Version, would have us do, 
we lose the true antecedent of ofs, and are compelled to make 
the apostle speak unlike himself, and say what he had no 
thought of saying. (Compare Eph. ii. 3.) Though this phrase 
is placed in brackets by Lachmann, and omitted by Tischen- 
dorf as a result of one of his false principles of criticism, and 
also by Westcott and Hort through their partiality for B, its 
omission is a palpable error, not worthy of a moment’s con- 
sideration as a possibly genuine reading. 


iv. 15. 
Rec. T. thv Kat’ olkov abtot éxxAnolav.— the church which is in 


his house. 


Rev. T. hv kar’ olxov atrév éxxAnolav.— the church that is in 
their house. 


The common reading, “his house,” is attested by D, E, F, 
G, K, L, most of the cursives, the Vulgate, the Peshito Syriac, 
the Memphitic, the margin of the Philoxenian Syriac, the 
Gothic, Chrysostom, Theodoret, John Damascene, and others. 
The revised reading, “their house,” is that of §&%, A, C, P, eight 
cursives, one copy of the Arabic Version, and Euthalius. In 
addition to these readings is another, “her house,” inserted in 
the Revisers’ margin in deference to Westcott and Hort, who 
adopt it in their own text in preference to either of the other 
two. This is supported only by B, the marginal reading of the 
twelfth-century cursive 67, and the Philoxenian Syriac Version, 
—unless the ews of the Vulgate is to be taken as standing for 
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“her” rather than for “his.” This, however, can hardly be 
conceded, since the Latin versions as a rule side with D, and 
the Latin versions of D, E, F, and G all translate airod by e7us, 
“his.” The common reading is, no doubt, the original one. 
It has in its favor the testimony of the Peshito Syriac and’ 
Memphitic Versions, which dates back at least to the close of 
the second century, and is fully one hundred and fifty years 
earlier than the earliest evidence in support of either of the 
other readings. Besides this, it is altogether improbable that 
Noupday represents the Doric feminine Niywda. But an early 
reader, taking it as a feminine name, considered airov an error, 
and accordingly changed it to adrjjs, “her.” Hence the read- 
ing of B. The revised reading, however, originated probably 
as a simple, perfectly natural, and by no means uncommon 
transcriptional error, —the scribe’s thoughts for the moment 
dwelling on the idea of Nymphas’ household, rather than having 
Nymphas himself in view. Hence “their house” instead of 
“his house.” That airdv is the genuine reading, and refers 
back to “the brethren in Laodicea,” including Nymphas, as if 
they all formed one family and lived in the same house, and the 
“ church that was in their house ” embraced yet others, is absurd. 
What, then, is to be gained by changing the plain, strongly sup- 
ported, and most probably genuine reading, “ his house,” to the 
absurd and obviously incorrect reading, “ their house,” or even 
to “her house,” which is both very improbable and very feebly 
attested ? 


1 [HESSALONEA. 


lz 


Rec. T. pvelav tpav rovodpevor — making mention of you. 
Rev. T.  pvelav rovotpevo. — making mention of you. 

The pronoun, as in the Received Text, is found in & cor- 
rected by its seventh-century emendator, C, D, E, F, G, K, L, 
P, nearly every cursive, a fragment of a seventh-century copy 
of the Old Latin Version, the Clementine Vulgate, three copies 
of Jerome’s, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, 
the Bashmuric, the Ethiopic, Chrysostom, Theodoret, John 
Damascene, Ambrosiaster, and others. It is wanting in § first 
hand, A, B, 17, 67 second hand, 122 first hand, a few copies of 
the Vulgate, the Armenian Version, and Euthalius; and was 
probably inconsiderately regarded by an early scribe as an 
improper repetition of the word employed just before, — zepi 
TAVTOV UpOV pvElay buav rotovmevor, — the remaining words being 
understood to mean, “making mention of you all,’ by con- 
sidering zrepi equivalent to our “ of,” “ spake of him,” as in Luke 
ii, 38, and elsewhere frequently. To one taking this view of 
the words, the second éuév would of course appear simply as a 
previous transcriber’s error that ought to be corrected. Hence 
its omission. The same thing was undoubtedly done in Eph. 
i. 16, where the apostle’s language is very similar, and where 
the witnesses are in like manner divided in regard to the read- 
ing, though somewhat more strongly arrayed in favor of the 
omission than here. Yet in both instances a proper under- 
standing of the apostle’s meaning and construction calls for bmwov 
after as well as before pveay, as the Revisers’ rendering shows. 
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i. 10. 


Rec. T. Sv tyetpev &k vexpav, — whom he raised from the dead. 
Rey. T.  6v Hyetpev & Tav vexpov, — whom he raised from the dead. 


The omission of the article is in accordance with the testi- 
mony of A, C, K, a large minority of the cursives, the Armenian 
Version, Eusebius, and CEcumenius. Its presence is attested 
by &, B, D, E, F, G, L, P, most of the cursives, Chrysostom, 
Euthalius, Theodoret, John Damascene, and Theophylact. The 
presence or the absence of the article, especially when it does 
not in the least affect the translation, may seem to be a point 
of but little or no moment. And so, no doubt, it often is ; but 
not in this instance. For the apostle, in common with most’ 
other New-Testament writers, makes a nice distinction in the 
use of the article in connection with the plural vexpod, “ dead.” 
When he employs this word in reference to a particular class 
or portion of mankind whom he calls “dead,” he invariably 
connects the article with it... But, when he refers to the dead 
in general, he uses vexpoé without the article. This seems to be 
the use that the apostle here makes of the word, as it evidently 
is in Rom. iv. 24, vi. 4, 9, and in every other place where he 
speaks of Christ as “raised from the dead.” In the light of 
these facts, it seems as if A, C, and the other witnesses who 
unite with them are in the right, while the Revisers and others 


1See 1 Cor. xv. 35, 42, 52, that is, the righteous dead; 2 Cor. i. 9, those 
that are given up for dead, who in the eyes of others are virtually dead; 
Eph. v. 14, the morally dead; Col. i. 18, the dead in Paradise, the right- 
eous dead, as explained by 1 Cor. xv. 20, “the first fruits of them that have 
fallen asleep,” who constitute only a portion of the vexpdv generally, men- 
tioned just before; and 1 Thess. iv. 16. Even here belongs Rom. iv. 17, 
meaning the inefficient, whether morally or physically so, with a direct 
reference in the context to the latter class. Here, too, belongs 1 Cor. xv. 
29, where vexpol denotes the dead in general, but é¢ vexpol those who have 
united themselves by faith to a crucified Saviour, and with him are dead to 
sin, to the world, etc. 
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who follow &, B, D, and their fellow witnesses misrepresent the 
apostle by inserting the article. We hold to the Received Text 
therefore, as presenting the apostle’s words without being 
“added unto.” Similar instances of tampering with his lan- 
guage are found elsewhere. Thus, in 1 Cor. xv. 15, F and G 
insert the article before vexpo/, where all other known documents 
are without it. In verse 20, in which the apostle speaks of 
Christ as raised from the dead, F and G, as in verse 15, insert 
the article, in which they are joined by John Damascene. In 
Eph. i. 20, where the apostle again speaks of Christ as raised 
from the dead, Codex L, about twenty-five cursives, and Euse- 
bius insert the article. In Phil. iii. 11, the Received Text 
incorrectly reads, with K, L, most of the cursives, the Mem- 
phitic and Armenian Versions, Theodoret, and Theophylact, éx 
Tov vexpov instead of éx vexpov. And again, in Col. ii. 12, B, 
D, E, F, G, 17, and most of the other cursives, Theodoret, 
John Damascene, and others have the same reading instead of 
the apostle’s anarthrous vexp@v.— We have been thus full and 
explicit on this point, so that the reader may understand the 
facts in reference to the apostle’s use of this word as connected 
with the article. 


ii. 12. 
Rec. T. eo rod kadécavros tpas — God, who hath called you. 
Rev. T. @eod rod kadotvros bpas — God, who calleth you. 


The aorist participle of the Received Text, which the Re- 
visers have thrown into the margin, is attested by &, A, six 
cursives, the Latin version of F, Mai’s Extracts, the Vulgate, 
the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, the The- 
baic, the Bashmuric, the Gothic, the Armenian, Chrysostom in 
his first citation of the passage, Theodoret, and Ambrosiaster. 
The present, of the Revised Text, is the reading of B, D, E, F, 
G, H, K, L, P, most of the cursives, the Latin versions of D, 
E, and G, the margin of the Philoxenian Syriac, Chrysostom in 
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two subsequent citations, Euthalius, John Damascene, and 
others. The fact that nearly all the ancient versions support 
the first of these readings, and one of them doing this against 
its own Greek text, testifies strongly to its genuineness. Another 
fact pointing in the same direction is, that those whom the 
apostle is addressing are Christians, persons whom he calls (i. 4) 
“brethren beloved of God.” A third fact is, that the apostle 
goes on immediately to say, “And for this reason—that is, not 
because God is calling you, but because he has called you — 
we thank him without ceasing that, when ye heard the gospel 
from us, ye regarded it not as the word of man, but as the 
word of God,” etc. That is, he thanks God continually for 
something that has already occurred. In 2 Thess. ii. 1 Benge 
he writes, “God chose you from the beginning unéo salvation 
through sanctification of the Spirit and belief of the truth ; 
unto which he called you by our gospel for the attainment of 
the g/ory of our Lord Jesus Christ.” He here uses the prepo- 
sition és in what seems to be two senses, — first, as meaning 
“unto,” and immediately after as meaning “for,” —unzo salva- 
tion, for glory. So, in the verse before us (though he does not 
repeat the preposition because the two meanings would natu- 
rally present themselves to his Greek readers in his use of the 
word), his meaning is, “who hath called you in/o his kingdom 
and wuto glory” ; or, as Tyndale and the A. V. have very well 
expressed it, simply “to his kingdom and glory”; as it is 
also expressed in 1 Pet. v.10. But, as the glory referred to 
was evidently something not yet attained by the Thessalonians, 
the apostle’s meaning failed of being grasped by some of his 
early readers. Hence it was thought necessary to change the 
aorist participle to the present, making the clause read, “who 
is calling you unto his kingdom and glory,” as something yet 
future. And possibly this was aided by the apostle’s assurance 
in v. 24, “ Faithful is he that ca/eth you, who also will do it.” 
The common reading is on the whole the more strongly attested, 
and should not be set aside. 
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iii. 2. 

The marginal note says, “Some ancient authorities read, 
fellow-worker with God” ; i.é. in place of the A. V.’s “ min- 
ister of God, and our fellow-laborer,” and the R. V.’s “ God’s 
minister.” This reading is attested only by D first hand, the 
Latin versions of D and E, and Ambrosiaster. Nevertheless 
it seems to be the original and true reading, and is so con- 
sidered by Griesbach, Lachmann, Alford, Ellicott, and others. 
(Compare 1 Cor. iii. 9.) The various readings — and there are 
several of them — can hardly be accounted for satisfactorily on 
any other supposition. But, if we take “a fellow-worker with 
God” to be what the apostle wrote, the other readings appear 
at once as devices to obviate the seeming difficulty presented 
by this phrase. Thus, —to instance some of them, — B and 
the Armenian Version suppress “of God,” making the words 
read, “ Timothy, our brother and a fellow-worker in the gos- 
pel.” \¥, A, P, the margin of 67, three other cursives, the 
Vulgate, Memphitic, Bashmuric, Gothic, Philoxenian Syriac, 
and Ethiopic Versions, Basil, Euthalius, and Pelagius substitute 
“minister”? for “colaborer,’’ or “ fellow-worker,” giving the 
Revisers’ reading, “a minister of God.” E, F, G, and 17 
combine the two, making “a minister and co-laborer of God” ; 
while the text of the A. V., following D third hand, E second 
hand, K, L, most of the cursives, the Peshito Syriac, Chrysos- 
tom, Theodoret, John Damascene, and others, read “a minister 
of God, and our fellow-laborer.” 


iv. 8. 


Rec. T. tov kal 86vra — who hath also given. 
Rev. T.  rév 886vra — who giveth. 

The xa/ is attested by &, D first hand, F, G, K, L, most of 
the cursives, the Vulgate, the Philoxenian Syriac, the Armenian, 
Clement, Euthalius, Theodoret, John Damascene, (icumenius, 
Pelagius, and others. It is omitted-by A, B, D second and third 
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hands, E, ten cursives, a catena, the Peshito Syriac, the Mem- 
phitic, the Gothic, the Ethiopic, Origen, Athanasius, Didymus, 
Chrysostom, Theophylact, Ambrosiaster, and others. The aorist 
participle dovra is attested by the seventh-century corrector 
of , A, K, L, most of the cursives, Clement, Chrysostom, 
Euthalius, Theodoret, John Damascene, and others.. The 
present of the Revised Text, has the support of & first hand, 
B, D, E, F, G, seven or eight cursives, Origen, Athanasius, and 
Didymus. Both of these new readings — the omission of xaé 
(which is not approved by Griesbach, Tischendorf, and other 
modern editors), and the adoption of the present participle 
instead of the aorist — fail to commend themselves as genuine 
readings. It seems hardly possible that the conjunction should 
have got into the text and obtained so extensive a circulation, 
if it had not been placed there by the original writer. The 
reason of its omission, however, is obvious.. It was thought to 
connect the words following it with the preceding part of the 
verse. But, as there was no propriety in such a use of xaé, it 
was dropped. At the same time, the participle was changed 
to the present, so as to correspond grammatically with the 
preceding presents, a6erdyv, “ rejecting,” and adere?, “ rejecteth.” 
The fact, however, that the present, “who giveth,” makes 
“unto you” a feeble, and indeed questionable ending for the 
verse, if it does not render it absolutely superfluous, is an 
indication of its spuriousness; whereas the aorist participle 
renders “unto you” or “unto us” necessary, while it naturally 
corresponds in time with éxaAecev, “called,” in verse 7, to 
which,the conjunction “also” refers: “God called us ... who 
hath also given” etc. 


Vv. 4. 


“Some ancient authorities read as ¢hieves.” Only A, B, and 
the Memphitic Version however ; which Lachmann and West- 
cott and Hort follow as if it were the true reading. But it 
originated plainly enough in error, and not only misrepresents 
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the apostle, but is unsuited to the context. It makes the sen- 
tence read “ But ye, brethren, are not in darkness that that day 
should overtake you as (one might overtake) thieves” ; — not, 
“as thieves overtake others”; for xAérras, “thieves,” is in the 
accusative, —a transcriptional error for xAérrys, “a thief,” — 
and, as such, must be the object of some verb. But the apostle 
leaves us in no doubt as to what he wrote. In verse 2, he says, 
“The day of the Lord so cometh as a thief (cometh) in the 
night”; z.e. unexpectedly. Then, in verse 4, referring back to 
this, he says, “Ye are not in darkness, that that day should 
overtake you as a thief” overtakes people ; 7.e. unexpectedly. 
If certain textual critics were not apparently infatuated with the 
idea that the New Testament is to be found only in two or three, 
or, at most, five of the oldest manuscripts, we should not have 
such monstrosities and palpably false readings again and again 
thrust before us for acceptance as possibly genuine portions 
of the text. 


WPHESSALONIANS, 


ii. 3. 

“THe man of lawlessness” is noted in the margin as the 
reading of “many ancient authorities ”’ instead of “the man of 
sin.” It is the reading of &, B, ten cursives, the Memphitic, 
Thebaic, and Armenian Versions, Origen, Euthalius, Tertullian, 
Ambrose, and Ambrosiaster ; and, for obvious reasons, is adopted 
by Tischendorf and Westcott and Hort. The common reading, 
which is followed by Lachmann, Alford, Ellicott, and others, is 
that of A, D, E, F, G, K, L, P, nearly all the cursives, the 
Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Gothic, the 
Ethiopic, Irenzeus, Hippolytus, Eusebius, Cyril of Jerusalem, 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, John Damascene, and Augustine. 
There need be no doubt as to whether the reading of the text 
is the true one. It is unlike anything elsewhere found in the 
apostle’s writings, and would hardly have got into the text if it 
had not been genuine. But “ the man of lawlessness,” meaning 
the lawless man, would very naturally be, and pyobably was, 
suggested by and adopted from the phrases “the mystery of 
lawlessness” and “the lawless one,” in verses 7 and 8. 


il) 23. 

Again the reader is informed that many ancient “ authorities” 
read “God chose you as first fruits (instead of from the begin- 
ning) unto salvation.” Yet it* is impossible for the apostle to 
have said this ; for the Thessalonians did not receive the Gospel 
till after Paul had been engaged in preaching Christ and build- 
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ing up churches in other fields for about seventeen years. The 
Thessalonian church was not the first fruits of the Gospel even 
in Macedonia; for a church was gathered at Philippi before 
Christ was ever preached in Thessalonica. Yet this false read- 
ing is fathered and handed down to us by B, F, the Greek text 
of G, P, 17, and half a dozen other cursives, the Vulgate, the 
Philoxenian Syriac, Didymus, Euthalius, Cyril, Ambrosiaster, 
and others. 


i PIMOT HY: 


i. 12. 


Tue witnesses that attest the marginal reading “ that enableth 
(or strengtheneth) me,”—a reading taken, probably, from 
Phil. iv. 13, — instead of “ that enabled (or hath strengthened) 
me,” are five cursives and Theophylact. The original scribe 
of $8, however, reads “that strengtheneth,” omitting “ me,” — 
the only known “authority” for this reading. ‘Tischendorf, 
who frequently follows $§ where no other modern editor does, 
pays no attention to this reading. And how Westcott and Hort 
could place it in their margin as a possibly genuine reading, 
and induce the Revisers to do the same thing, is a mystery ; 
for the entire context shows that the apostle is thanking 
the Lord, not as his strengthener at the time, or even as the 
constant source of strength to him, but as the One who had 
strengthened him in the past, who had stood by him and 
bestowed upon him power and influence with men, after having 
counted him worthy of confidence, and entrusted him with the 
work of the ministry of reconciliation. (Compare 2 Tim. iv. 1 ms) 


iii. 16. 


Rec. T. péya éotl 1d tis edoeBelas puoriptov* Ocds echavepodn — 
great is the mystery of godliness: God was manifest. 

Rev. T. péya éorl 70 ris eboreBelas puorrtptov* Os épavepaOy — great 
is the mystery of godliness; He who was manifested. 


In connection with this, the Revisers give the marginal note, 
“The word God, in place of He who, rests on no sufficient 
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ancient evidence. Some ancient authorities read which” ; t.¢. 
some ancient documents have 4, guod, instead of 6s, gui. The 
received reading is attested by a twelfth-century corrector of 
, a modern emendator of A, C third hand, D third hand, K, 
L, P, most of the cursives, the Georgian and Slavonic Versions, 
Gregory of Nyssa, Gregory of Nazianzus, Didymus, Chrysostom, 
Pseudo-Athanasius, Euthalius, Theodoret, Severus of Antioch, 
John of Damascus, Theophylact, Gécumenius, and others. The 
revised reading is that of & first hand, A first hand apparently, 
C first hand, the Greek texts of F and G, 17, 73, 181, the 
Peshito Syriac, the margin of the Philoxenian Syriac, the Mem- 
phitic, the Thebaic, Platt’s Ethiopic, Origen according to his 
Latin interpreter, Epiphanius, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Euthe- 
rius, Cyril, and others. The Revisers’ marginal reading, 6, is 
the reading of D, the Old Latin versions of d, f, g, the Vulgate, 
Gelasius of Cyzicus (a.p. 476), the Latin Fathers generally, in- 
cluding Hilary, Augustine, Victorinus, Ambrosiaster, and others. 
Besides these, there are several versions whose reading may 
represent either the masculine ds or the neuter 6, as the text 
of the Philoxenian Syriac, Erpenius’ Arabic, the Armenian, 
and the Roman Ethiopic. Of the three readings, it may be 
unhesitatingly said that 6 is not genuine. It is a variation of 
és, due to the difficulty of making the latter refer back to the 
neuter noun pvorypiov. As such, it supports the reading és. 
The same grammatical difficulty probably led to the changing 
of OC, the uncial form of és, into OC, the usual abbreviated 
form of @eds as it appears in the earlier uncials. This change 
would be favored, certainly, by the fact that the statements 
which follow are evidently predications respecting Christ, who 
was in the beginning with God, and was God. That és is the 
true reading, seems evident from the preponderating external 
testimony in its favor. In addition to this, it is the hardest 
reading of the three. If @eéds or 6 had been the original read- 
ing, there is no likelihood that any copyist would have converted 
either of them into a masculine pronoun.to represent a neuter 
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noun. Again, while it may seem impossible to a superficial 
reader that the Apostle Paul should have written or dictated és 
in this connection, this construction, as we have already seen, 
is exactly after his manner of writing.’ The wording, pvornpiov 

-. 0s €ore xpiords, “of this mystery, which is Christ ” in you, 
etc. (Col. i. 27), is precisely what he gives us here. The 
only exception that we take to the Revisers’ work is that they 
have given us a most wretched rendering after having cor- 
rected the Greek text. Instead of the bungling translation, 
“Great is the mystery of godliness; He who,” etc., the reader 
ought to have found, “Great is the mystery of godliness, which 
was manifested in the flesh,” in accordance with the rendering 
given in Col. i. 27; or, which we should prefer to see, “ Great 
is the mystery of godliness, even Christ, who was manifested 
in the flesh,” etc. This not only expresses the apostle’s mean- 
ing, but does it in clear, intelligible English. 


iv. 10. 


Rec. T. komiapev kal OverSufdpe0a, — we labor, and suffer reproach, 

Rev. T. Komapev kal dywvifdpe0a, — we labor and strive. 

The common reading here is attested by the seventh-centu, y 
corrector of §, D, L, P, nearly all the cursives, the Latin ver- 
sions of D, F, G, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian 
Syriac, the Memphitic, the Gothic, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, 
Chrysostom again and again, Euthalius, Theodoret, John Dam- 
ascene, Ambrosiaster, and others. The Revisers’ word “to 
strive ” is supported by the original scribe of &%, who is noted 
for his innumerable careless readings, by A, C, K, the Greek 
texts of F and G, less than ten cursives, and Cyril, but not by 
a single ancient version. The indications are that, if this read- 
ing is not a mere transcriber’s blunder in hastily taking the 
unfamiliar ONEIA:£éye6a to be the familiar ATWNifducba, 
which is by no means improbable, and which we believe to 





1See Notes on Eph. i, 14 and Col. i. 27. 
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have really been the case, it is an early adaptation of ‘the text 
to Col. i. 29, where the apostle speaks of “laboring and striving” 
though in a different way. ‘There it was perfectly natural for 
him to speak of laboring and striving to present every man 
perfect in Christ, according to the ability which God gave him 
for doing it. But here it is not up to the apostle’s manner and 
meaning to say that “ because of this [7.e. the fact that godli- 
ness affords promise of life, both now and hereafter], we /abor 
and strive; for we have set our hope upon the living God,” 
etc. He meant more than that. Come what might, for him, 
union with Christ was LIFE, whether in this world or in that 
to come. The consciousness of this enabled him to labor, —to 
exert himself in toilsome, painful, and continued effort, —and 
to suffer reproach, — to be willing for Christ’s sake to be con- 
sidered the filth of the world and the offscouring of all things, 
as he himself, in 1 Cor. iv. 13, explains his meaning of the 
kindred word AoSopetoba, “to be reproached and despised.” 
And this he could do, as he goes on to say, because his trust 
was in God, the preserver of all men, especially of believers. if 
in place of this thought of readiness to endure reproach, we 
substitute that of simply striving, we render his language tame 
even to flatness, and out of harmony with what follows. As 
conclusive evidence that the received is the true reading, we 
point to the fact that not a single ancient version contains the 
other. Even the Latin versions of F and G are a standing 
protest against the reading of their own Greek texts. 


vi. 5. 


Rec. T. adleraco ard trav TovovTwv, — From such withdraw thyself. 
Rev. T. Omits. 


The genuineness of this clause is attested by D third hand, 
K, L, P, nearly all the cursives, Mai’s Extracts, one copy of 
the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Armenian, 
Platt’s Ethiopic, Chrysostom, Euthalius, Theodoret, John Dam- 
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ascene, Cyprian, Ambrosiaster, Lucifer, and others. The 
words are wanting in &, A, D first hand, F, G, 17, 67 second 
hand, 93, the Vulgate, Memphitic, Thebaic, Gothic, and Roman 
Ethiopic Versions, and Ambrose. Yet they have every appear- 
ance of being genuine. They certainly are not imported from 
any other of the apostle’s writings. Their early omission is 
easily accounted for by their seeming interference with the con- 
nection. But there is’no real obstruction of the thought. The 
apostle, having referred to a class of contentious, evil-minded 
persons who expected to make religion a source of gain to 
themselves, very naturally adds the brief injunction, “ From such, 
withdraw”; then, without any real break in the discourse, he 
goes on, as suggested by the preceding words: “ Godliness with 
contentment, however, Is greaf gain.” A special emphasis is 
to be given to the words “is” and “great.” 


Vl. 7. 
Rec. T. SfAov Sri od8€ eLeveyketv re Suvdyea * — and it is certain we 


can carry nothing out. 
Rev. T. ru o¥8€ eveyxety te SuvdeOa *—for neither can we carry 


anything out. 

The first of these readings is supported by &’s earlier seventh- 
century corrector, D second hand, K, L, P, every cursive but 
one, and apparently the Syriac: Versions, —‘“‘we Anow that” 
etc.,—also by Basil, Macarius, Euthalius, Chrysostom, The- 
odoret, and John of Damascus. Codex D first hand, has a 
similar reading, — dAnfés dre ob8é, “and is it ¢rwe that” etc., — 
which seems to be that followed by the Vulgate and most copies 
of the Old Latin. The revised reading is attested by & first 
hand, A, F, G, 17, one copy of the Old Latin, one or two of 
the Vulgate, and the Thebaic. (The Vatican manuscript is 
defective here.) The Memphitic, Armenian, and Ethiopic 
Versions have “and” in place of dr. Polycarp, in writing to 
the Philippians, has dAQ’ oid instead of dru obd¢, — “ du¢ neither 
have we anything to carry out.” Cyprian three times gives the 
same reading, employing verwm in place of Add, —— “ Suz neither 
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can we carry anything out.” The Revisers’ reading is, very 
plainly, not the original reading. ‘The apostle did not write in 
that illogical style. As for the common reading, it lacks proper 
support. It has every appearance of being a mere makeshift. 
Dr. Hort thinks that the text adopted by him and the Revisers 
is the parent of all the other readings. And he is probably 
right in this. But he does not claim that it presents the original 
text. On the contrary, he holds, and Dr. Westcott agrees with 
him in holding, that “a primitive [¢.e. a very early | corruption 
must lurk somewhere.”! But when he attempts to account for 
the difficulty by supposing that dr: arose, in transcribing, out of 
“an accidental repetition of the last two letters of [the preced- 
ing] xdopov,” by reading -ov as ort, i.e. by not repeating ov, he 
is wide of the mark; and Dr. Westcott wisely withholds his 
assent. The truth evidently is that dru is a very early tran- 
scriptional error for ért, made possibly in taking a copy from the 
autograph itself. Nothing would be easier than to mistake ET| 
for OTI; and the error once made at such a time, the true 
reading would naturally be lost. It is like printing “ selfe” for 
“ selle ” from Shakespeare’s manuscript of Macbeth, referred to 
in our introduction ; or printing “strain at,” in Matt. xxiii. 24, 
for the “strain out”? of the manuscript of King James’s Re- 
visers; or giving “ He.” in Matt. xxiii. 39, in the Anglo-Amer- 
ican Revisers’ “ Parallel New Testament,” for the “‘ Ye” which 
their manuscript called for. Restoring éru here for dr, we have 
the very natural and proper reading, even though it be a pro- 
clivior scriptio, “For we brought nothing into the world ; nor 
yet can we carry anything out.” The apostle employs éri as in 
Acts ii. 26: “And moreover, my flesh also shall rest in hope.” 
So, too, in 1 Cor. iii. 2, “ For ye were not previously able to 
bear it: yea, ye are not for that matter even now able ; for ye 
are still carnal.”” (Compare also Matt. xxvi. 65,— “besides 
this” ; Matt. xviii. 16, — “ more” or “in addition” ; and Heb. 
x1. 32, 36.) 





1 Notes on Select Readings, p. 134. 
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in at. 


Rec. T.  daréerodos kal §8doKados eOvav. — an apostle, and a teacher 
of the Gentiles. 

Rev. T. dadéerodos kal §8doKados. —an apostle, and a teacher. 

The Revisers’ reading is found in only two Greek manu- 
scripts, —§¥ first hand, and A; yet this is viewed by Tisch- 
endorf and Westcott and Hort as authoritative testimony. 
Codex 17, which usually sides with these documents, omits 
eOvav; but, as it reads dudxovos, “a minister,” instead of 8.3d- 
oxaXos, its testimony respecting é@ydyv is of but little weight. 
The received reading, which is accepted as genuine by Gries- 
bach, Lachmann, Tregelles, Alford, Ellicott, and modern editors 
generally, is strongly attested by the early seventh-century 
corrector of &, C, D, E, F, G, K, L, P, every cursive but one, 
all the Latin Versions, both Syriac Versions, both Egyptian, the 
Gothic, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, — in fact, all the ancient 
versions as well as Fathers who quote or refer to the passage. 
Yet, because the apostle in his first epistle to ‘Timothy speaks 
of himself as ‘‘an apostle and a teacher of the Gentiles,” some 
modern editors think that, in view of the testimony of the two 
oldest known Greek manuscripts, the testimony of all the other 
documents should pass for nothing, and the additional word be 
regarded as having been introduced from the apostle’s first 
epistle. Thus, Tischendorf, in assigning his reason for omitting 
the word, says, “ In view of this testimony, it seems clear that 
the additional word should not be retained, since it was so easy 
to transfer it hither from 1 Tim. ii. 7, when Paul’s epistles were 
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first brought out together. It is also to be considered,” he 
adds, “that, as the apostle progressed in his writing, there was 
no need of adding é6vv in the same way in both places.” 
This idea of an easy transference of language from one place 
to another by scribes or critical readers governed ‘Tischendorf’s 
judgment in too many instances, and led to the frequent vitia- 
tion of his text. It is far safer to regard the absence of ¢Ovav 
from the three manuscripts in which it is wanting as due to 
misjudgment, ignorance, or carelessness on the part of some 
early reader or scribe than to consider the word a spurious 
reading. Its presence is certainly needed to express the apos- 
tle’s meaning. And the fact that he employed it in one epistle 
is the very reason why we might expect him to employ it 
again in precisely similar circumstances in a subsequent epistle. 
This really seems to be one of those instances in which we 
need to bear in mind Tischendorf’s wiser words as elsewhere 
expressed : “In spite of the great preference to be given to 
our oldest Greek manuscripts, we must not overlook the fact 
that sometimes those opposed to them, and centuries later, have 
at the same time the authority of much older versions and 
Fathers.” In other words, as Dr. Ezra Abbot says, “ though 
the presumption is in favor of the oldest manuscripts, mere 
antiquity cannot prove the excellence of a copy,” or of a read- 
ing? It is hardly possible that é6vév, if spurious, should not 
have been omitted in some one, at least, of the ancient versions 
or early Fathers. 


ii. 18. 
The only ancient witnesses in support of the marginal read- 
ing, “a@ resurrection,” — “saying that there has already been 


a resurrection,” — are &%, F, G, and 17. The omission of the 
article is a palpable error, rendering the clause meaningless ; 





1 Herzog’s Encyclopedia, article, “ Bibel-Text : —the N. T.” 
2 Schaff-Herzog, Encycl. (3d ed.), Vol. i. p. 278. 
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for, in the first place, the apostle did not preach a@ resurrection, 
as an indefinite, or local and partial affair. He preached the 
resurrection of all. Acts xvii. 18; xxiv. 15. Then again, it is 
incredible that he meant to represent Hymenzus and Philetus 
as being such simpletons as to claim that an occurrence had 
aken place, like a general resurrection of the dead, which of 
necessity would be universally known because of its wide-spread 
character, and yet was one that nobody had heard of. Much 
less can it be supposed that, if the apostle wrote “a resur- 
rection,’ he meant a resurrection of certain individuals, —a 
circumstance which no one denies, and which there is no harm 
or heresy in saying. But he doubtless did represent Hymenzeus 
and Philetus as claiming that #e resurrection had already passed, 
— meaning thereby, all the resurrection that there was to be, — 
the alleged and generally supposed future resurrection. Their 
heresy was the same as that to which the apostle refers in 
1 Cor. xv. 12. And to express this thought affirmatively, the 
article is a necessary part of the text. So that its omission is 
plainly not to be referred to the apostle. Yet this omission 
is regarded and accepted by Tischendorf as presenting the 
genuine reading ; it is also preferred by Tregelles and Westcott 
and Hort as more likely to be the true reading than that of the 
text because it is the more difficult of the two, while the article 
is given a place in their margins, as only a possibly genuine 
reading. 


IVeeLys 


It must have been through oversight that the plural dkovowouv 
was not adopted here in place of dxovoy, “ might hear.” It is 
true, the change would not have affected the rendering in the 
least. But the plural is attested by XX, A, C, D, E, F, G, P, 17, 
and about ten other cursives, Eusebius, Euthalius, and others ; 
while the singular is supported by K, L, most of the cursives, 
Chrysostom, a manuscript of Euthalius, Theodoret, John Dam- 
ascene, and possibly one or two others. It is true that the 
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singular is in accordance with the apostle’s usual mode of 
writing, and is probably what he wrote. But then, what be- 
comes of the “authorities”? and where is the consistency of 
changing Rom. ii. 14, and not changing 1 Tim. v. 25, or 2 Tim. 
iv. 17?—See Note on Rom. ii. 14. 


fl Fg fa hd Cig 


ili. 
Rec. T. dpxats kal éovelats — to principalities and powers. 
Rey. T. adpxaits éGovrlats — to rulers, to authorities, 

The conjunction is preserved in D third hand, E second 
hand, K, L, P, nearly all the cursives, the Latin versions of D, 
E, F, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the 
Memphitic, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, Basil twice, Chrysostom, 
Euthalius, Theodoret, John Damascene, Lucifer, Jerome, Am- 
brosiaster, and others. It is wanting in &, A, C, the Greek of 
D by its first hand, the Greek texts of E and F, both texts 
of G, 17, 31, and 67. The use of dpxy and éfovoia together is 
one of frequent occurrence in the apostle’s letters ; but nowhere 
else does he use them connectedly without a conjunction, 
except in Eph. vi. 12, where in his deliberate and emphatic 

“manner he repeats, instead, the previous preposition before the 
second of these and two other nouns. It was not his way 
to employ these words as the Revised Text represents him to 
have done. The omission of xa/ was an early error, evidently 
introduced in consequence of the preceding éoXAls, leaving 
the impression upon the careless scribe that he had penned 
the word when he had not; and though the error is pre- 
served in the oldest extant manuscripts, it was afterwards 
corrected in some of them, and it vitiates none of the versions 
except that of G, which is only what might be expected. As 
long as we have abundant authority for retaining xa/, it seems 
hardly worth while to misrepresent the apostle’s manner of 
speaking because a few evidently vitiated manuscripts do it. 
249 
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The revised rendering does not do justice to the corresponding 
Greek. It should rather be, “— be in subjection to rulers, 
authorities,” without the repetition of “to,” which implies a 
corresponding preposition where there is none in the Greek, 
and greatly relieves the asperity of the new reading. 


PHILEMON. 


Verse 6. 


THIS verse, as rendered by the Revisers, reads, “That the 
fellowship of thy faith may become effectual, in the knowledge 
of every good thing which is in you, unto Christ.” The ancient 
documents are nearly equally divided here between “you,” of 
the text, and the marginal reading, “us.” The former is sup- 
ported by &, F, G, P, a large number of cursives, perhaps the 
majority of them, the Clementine Vulgate, two or three copies 
of Jerome’s, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, 
Theophylact, and Primasius. The latter is attested by A, C, D, 
E, K, L, about fifty cursives, most of the manuscripts of the 
Vulgate, the margin of the Philoxenian Syriac, Zohrab’s Armenian 
Version, Chrysostom, Euthalius, Theodoret, John Damascene, 
CEcumenius, Ambrosiaster, and Pelagius. Most modern editors 
adopt or give the preference to the latter; among whom may 
be mentioned Griesbach, Lachmann, Ellicott, and Alford, as 
adopting it; while Tregelles and Westcott and Hort insert it 
in the text, but place “you” in the margin as a secondary 
reading. Tischendorf, in his last edition, adopts “you” in 
accordance with the accepted reading and the Revisers’ Text. 
But most editors are against him. The true reading, however, 
is not to be decided by the testimony of documents. It can 
be decided only by knowing, if possible, the apostle’s meaning. 
In the midst of a context where a single individual is addressed, 
and “thou,” “thy,” “thee,” is the word employed, it seems 
hardly probable at first sight that the apostle would introduce 
the plural “ you” instead. Hence, Meyer and others decide 
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for “us,” denoting Christians generally; and conclude that 
“you,” or rather tiv, is a transcriptional error for piv, “ us,” 
the more easily made because of the scribe’s remembering that 
in verse 2 the apostle had mentioned others besides Philemon, 
and in verse 3 addressed them as “you,” — “Grace to you, 
and peace,” etc. ‘That Meyer’s interpretation of the passage 
is a failure in several respects, there can be no doubt. Hence, 
his judgment concerning the true reading, as between “ you” 
and “us,” is of little worth. Our own belief at first was that 
“us” is the true reading ; but the more we consider the passage, 
and the better we understand what seems to be the apostle’s 
aim in verses 4-7, the more we are convinced that “you” is, 
after all, the right word. That aim is evidently to prepare the 
way for introducing the subject of Onesimus’ return, and for 
pleading with Philemon on his behalf. The meaning of these 
verses, as it presents itself to us, without going into details, 
may be briefly given as follows: “I thank my God (always 
making mention of thee in my prayers when I hear of the faith 
which thou hast toward the Lord Jesus, and of thy love for all 
the saints), that the communication [the sharing of what thou 
hast with others, which is but one of the fruits] of thy faith 
should become effective for Christ in a hearty recognition [on 
thy part] of every good thing [whether person, or deed, or word, 
or undertaking] among you. For I have had much joy and 
comfort in consequence of [literally, based upon] thy love, be- 
cause the hearts of the saints have been refreshed through thee, 
brother.” This commendation of Philemon for exercising an 
unselfish benevolence towards the saints and in behalf of every 
Christian effort among them, with which the apostle closes this 
introductory paragraph of his letter, seems to call unmistakably 
for “among you” at the close of verse 6. For the apostle 
would very naturally, in addressing Philemon, speak of his fellow 
Christians at Colosse, or wherever Philemon lived, under the 
term “you,” from the fact that Philemon was one of them. 
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Verse ro. 


Rec. T.  év rots Seopots pov, — in my bonds. 
Rev. T. év rots Seopots —in my bonds. 


We see no good reason for omitting the pronoun from the 
text here. Its presence is attested by the early seventh-century 
corrector of %, C, D third hand, E, K, L, P, nearly all the 
cursives, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, 
the Armenian, the Ethiopic, — in short, all the ancient versions 
except the Latin, —Chrysostom, Euthalius, Theodoret, John 
Damascene, and other Greek Fathers. It is wanting in & first 
hand, A, D first hand, F, G, 17, and three other cursives, the 
Vulgate, and of course Jerome, Ambrose, Ambrosiaster, and other 
Latin Fathers. It is not essential to expressing the thought in 
the Greek ; and for this very reason it may have been dropped 
by some early scribe. At all events, its retention in the text 
would not have interfered in the least with the Revisers’ legiti- 
mate work ; and, in fact, the reading of the R. V. implies that 
it is retained. 


Verse 25. 


The “ many ancient authorities” that read “the Lord,” or 
rather, that omit “our,” are, 8, P, 17, 31, 47, 116, and the 
Philoxenian Syriac and Armenian Versions. The fact is scarcely 
worthy of being noted, and probably would not have been, but 
that Westcott and Hort remove the word from the text, and 
consign it to the margin. — The note on the omission, by some, 
of “ Amen,” at the end of the verse, is alsc made for a similar 
reason, and is equally needless. It is true, the word does not 
even appear in Westcott and Hort, in either margin or text, 
though it is quite as strongly attested as the other. 
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In the marginal note, the reader is told that the two oldest 
manuscripts read “his kingdom,” where all other documents 
have “thy kingdom.” But this does not tell half the story. 
If we were asked why these manuscripts read thus, we should be 
constrained to say, because some scribe either misunderstood, 
or sought to pervert, the writer’s meaning. Instead of reading 
6 @eos as a compellative, “O God,” he read the verse thus: 
“But as to the Son he saith, God zs thy throne for ever and 
ever ; the sceptre of hzs kingdom is a sceptre of righteousness.” 
This reading, which has no support but that of the Sinaitic and 
Vatican manuscripts, Westcott and Hort adopt. It is not the 
reading of the Septuagint (Psa. xlv. 6), whose readings the 
writer of this epistle so closely followed throughout, nor is it 
in harmony with, or up to the level of, his argument, which is 
to set forth the superiority and supremacy of the Son of God 
over the highest of created intelligences. The principle with 
Westcott and Hort, which evidently led to the introduction of 
this marginal note, is that, aside from the palpably false read- 
ings of % and B in Mark iv. 21, Gal. ii. 12, Jas. i. 17, Rev. xviii. 
21, and possibly a few “indecisive coincidences” between these 
manuscripts, no readings of §¥, B, can safely be rejected abso- 
lutely, —a principle which no one can adhere to without pre- 
senting a more or less vitiated text. It absurdly assumes that 
the scribes of these texts were all but infallible, and that every 
other manuscript, every ancient version, every patristic writer 
that quotes the passage, errs in giving the reading of the text. 
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i. 12. 


Rec. T. dorel mepiBdrarov erlfes avrovs,—as a vesture shalt thou 
fold them up. 

Rev. T. doel amepiBdratov lfeas adrots, ds ipatiov, —as a mantle 
shalt thou roll them up, as a garment. ' 


The received reading (without addition) is according to D 
second hand, K, L, M, P, all the cursives, the Latin version 
of F, the Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the 
Memphitic, Chrysostom, Euthalius, Theodoret, and others. 
The revised is the reading of &, A, B, D first hand, one manu- 
script of the Vulgate, the Armenian and Ethiopic Versions. 
Lachmann adopts the latter reading; Tregelles gives it the 
preference, still admitting that the other may be the true read- 
ing ; while Westcott and Hort, in adopting it, connect os ipatvov 
with what follows, and read, “ As a mantle shalt thou roll them 
together ; as a garment they shall also be changed.” That it 
is a false reading is obvious. The phrase “as a garment” 
comes in very appropriately in verse 11: “They all shall wax 
old as doth a garment.” But here, in verse 12, it is out of place, 
so that editors hardly know what to do with it. The Revisers 
connect it with the preceding clause. But it is a bungling, 
superfiuous addition there. Westcott and Hort connect it with 
the following verb, but not as the scribe of E did, by placing 
it after xa‘, for he saw that otherwise the conjunction would be 
misplaced and the words rendered meaningless ; for nothing is 
previously spoken of as being “changed.” If the verb were 
“ shall wax old,” — the word that is used in verse 11, — there 
might be some propriety in having xai follow ws iuaruov, and 
reading, “As a garment they shall a@/so grow old.” But what 
settles the whole question is the fact that the writer is quoting 
from Psa. cii. 25-27, closely following the Septuagint Version 
here as elsewhere ; and in that connection the phrase appears 
only as it is given here in verse 11. The expression was, no 
doubt, transferred by some early reader from the preceding 
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verse to the margin as a possible explanation of the meaning 
of the phrase ocet zeptBoAaov; and some one, afterwards 
copying from this, and supposing the words to be a part of the 
text, inserted them as best he could. And so it comes down to 
us in a few old manuscripts, while the genuine text is preserved 
in earlier versions and later manuscripts. Notwithstanding the 
testimony of the oldest known manuscripts, Tischendorf, with 
all his partiality for &%, adheres to the received reading, as do 
Meyer and others. 
iii. 16. 

The Revisers, as well as a number of modern editors and com- 
mentators, take the first word of this verse as the interrogative 
tives, “ who?” instead of the indefinite pronoun twvés, “ some ; ” 
and consequently place an interrogation point, instead of a 
colon or a semicolon, after the word “ provoke.” This either 
makes the ydp that introduces the verse meaningless and useless, 
or compels us to take it as a mere emphatic expletive, equiva- 
lent to “ why,” “ forsooth,” or some such word, — “ Why, who 
did provoke?” But, by so doing, we obtain a harsh, unnatural 
construction, altogether unlike anything else in the epistle. 
Besides, there is no need of it. On the contrary, the common 
reading, properly understood, seems to present the writer’s 
thoughts connectedly and clearly, giving the following forcible, 
conclusive, and apparently satisfactory argument: We are made 
partakers of Christ, if we really hold the beginning of our 
confidence firm unto the end, while it is said, To-day if ye 
hear his voice, harden not your hearts as was done in the 
provocation. That is, we have become partakers through Christ 
of an inheritance in heaven if we firmly maintain from first to 
last our confidence and trust in him as long as we are privileged 
to hear God’s warning voice, and do not harden our hearts and 
provoke him by distrusting him, as the Israelites did in the 
wilderness. For some of them, when they heard, did provoke 
him. Yea, did not all who came out of Egypt by Moses 
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do this? Yes, nearly all. And with whom was he displeased 
during those forty years? Was it not with them that had 
sinned ? — and so on to verse 19, where we find that those who 
failed to enter into rest, failed “because of unbelief” as we 
read in Num. xiv. They were not, so to speak, “ made par- 
takers of Christ,” because they did not “hold the beginning 
of their confidence firm unto the end,” as they might have 
done. ‘The argument in its course passes from the affirmative 
declaration of verse 14 to the negative statement with which it 
concludes in verse 19. And this it does without harshness, 
without a break, and as far as we can see, without any real 
ground of perplexity. 


iv. 2. 


Rec. T. py cvyKexpayévos — not being mixed. 
Rev. T. sy cvykexepacpévovs — because they were not united. 


The first of these readings is attested by &, 13, 31, 37, 41, 
114, the Latin versions of D and E, the Clementine Vulgate, 
three copies of Jerome’s, the Peshito Syriac, Erpenius’ Arabic, 
Cyril of Alexandria, Theodoret, and Lucifer. The other, in 
one of its varying forms with uniform ending, is supported by 
A, B, C, D, E, K, L, M, P, most of the cursives, Theodore of 
Mopsuestia, Euthalius, Macarius, Chrysostom, Photius, Theoph- 


ylact, CEcumenius, and others, The entire clause, according — 


to the Canterbury Revisers’ rendering, reads thus: “ But the 
word of hearing did not profit them, because they were not 
united by faith with them that heard.” This, the younger 
Buttmann calls a “hermeneutically difficult” reading. It is 
rejected by Tischendorf, the American Revisers, and some of 
the ablest of modern commentators, as an impossible reading. 
One of the English Revisers, in attempting to explain it, says, 
“Its meaning appears to be, The word of the message did 
not profit those to whom it was preached, because they were not 
united by faith (not made one in heart) with those who heard 
the message (viz. Moses and the Prophets [or, as others have 
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it, Joshua and Caleb]), and preached it.” Another of them 
says, in reference to the passage, “ Overwhelming critical 
evidence compels us to accept the somewhat strange rendering 
of the R. V. Many critics of high name have been tempted 
to abide by the apparently far simpler and more satisfactory 
reading which is represented in the A. V.; but faithfulness to 
the laws of evidence and grammar will not permit of such a 
course.”? But he does not venture on an explanation of the 
meaning of this overwhelmingly attested reading. There cer- 
tainly is nothing in the laws of grammar that will not permit 
our accepting the reading of the Received Text; neither is 
there in the laws of evidence, or in our faithfulness to those 
laws. In the first place, our intuitive discernment, or what some 
might call common sense, assures us that the reading repre- 
sented by the A. V. is not only a “ more satisfactory reading,” 
but, apart from all documentary evidence, one that commends 
itself as more probably the true. reading than the other. In 
the next place, it is not a reading without any external evidence 
to support it. It is not a conjectural reading. So far, then, 
we are not unfaithful to the laws of evidence. “No; but the 
evidence is insufficient.” Are we sure of that? What if the 
last syllable, -ovs, of the Revisers’ word should be a transcrip- 
tional blunder for -os? What would the “ overwhelming critical 
evidence” be worth? Simply nothing. Yet this is just what 
that reading is, —an error to which the preceding éxeivous prob- 
ably gave rise; one of a class of errors abounding in all the 
manuscripts more or less. If faithfulness to the laws of evi- 
dence requires us to adopt such readings when they occur 
mainly or wholly in the older manuscripts, why not be consistent 
and faithful in following all false readings found in those manu- 
scripts? We are not to stultify ourselves when judging of the 
value of documentary evidence, any more than when we are in 
the jury-box, weighing the evidence presented to us in a court 


1 Roberts: Companion of the R. V., p. 35- 
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of justice. The reading of the.Receiyed Text here, testified 
to by §&, and by the Peshito Syriac, the most ancient of all our 
witnesses, is, no doubt, the genuine reading. The words rots 
dxovoacw, however, should be rendered, “upon their hearing 
it,” or, “when they heard it”; for, according to classic rather 
than general New-Testament usage, these words are temporally 
subordinate to the clause, mi ovyKexpasévos TH Tmiore, “not 
having been mixed with (or, accompanied by) faith.”! Taking 
the words thus, they afford a plain and conclusive reason why 
the word preached proved unprofitable : “The word addressed 
to the ear did not profit them [7.e. those just referred to], as it 
was not mixed with faith when they heard it.” Dr. Hort’s 
objection to this reading, that it identifies “them” with rots 
axovcactv, which thus, he says, “ becomes a superfluous and at 
the same time ambiguous repetition,” is by no means trans- 
parent. Where the ambiguity lies, it is hard to see. And how 
it can be called a superfluous repetition, if properly understood, 
it is equally difficult to discover. As already indicated, the 
American Revisers did not unite with their British co-laborers 
in this change. They stand by the Received Text. 


vi. 2. 


A marginal note says, “Some ancient authorities read she 
teaching of” in place of “ of the teaching of.” That is, B and 
@, the Latin Version of D, make “ teaching,” like “ foundation,” 
the object of the participle translated “laying.” The Latin 
Version ¢, accompanying Codex E, instead of doctrinam, the 
reading of d, has the ablative, doctrina, meaning “wth the 
teaching of baptisms.” All other manuscripts and versions 
have the reading of the text, — “of the teaching (or doctrine) 
of baptisms.” It seems hardly proper to suppose that the true 
reading of any ordinary passage could have been preserved in 





1 Compare Heb. vi. 6, vii. 1, etc., and Buttmann, Gram. of NV. T. Greek, 
§ 144, I, 2. 
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a‘single Greek manuscript and a single copy of an old version ; 
and yet in this instance it may be. Some genuine readings, no 
doubt, have disappeared altogether from manuscripts, versions, 
and patristic writings, as far as known and examined. The 
passage before us is a peculiar one. The Greek manuscript in 
which the marginal reading appears is the oldest New-Testa- 
ment manuscript known. This manuscript is supported in this 
reading by a copy of one of the very oldest versions, which, in 
this rendering, forsakes not only every other copy of that ver- 
sion, but the Greek manuscript itself, of which it professes to 
be a translation. These facts mean something. The reading 
cannot be accounted for on the score of its being a blunder. 
In a long sentence like this, bristling with genitives, there is 
not the least probability that a transcriber should make such a 
blunder as to write an accusative for a genitive; though the 
contrary might easily have been done. Nor is there a shadow 
of a possibility that an interpreter should translate a genitive by 
an unmeaning accusative. Neither can the two—the Greek 
accusative and the Latin accusative —fairly be regarded as 
coming from the same source, if that source is a false reading, 
especially as the Greek text (D) of which this Latin reading (¢) 
professes to be a version gives no countenance to this latter 
reading. It may be said that the accusative in B is the result 
of an early tampering with the text, —a result preserved else- 
where only in ¢@. ‘This is the only rational way of accounting 
for it, if itis a false reading. And yet, such is its nature that, 
but for the overwhelming documentary evidence against it, it 
would be hardly possible to question its genuineness. Let us 
look at it as related to the context. In construction, as already 
observed, this accusative is to be taken as a second object of 
the participle xaraBadAdpevor, — unless, as the marginal note 
intimates, it should be regarded as in apposition with “ founda- 
tion,” — “not laying again the foundation of repentance from 
dead works, and of faith toward God, even the teaching of 
baptisms,” etc. But this construction is neither allowable nor 
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plausible. If this were the best that could be done, we might 
be led to reject the accusative as an unaccountably strange and 
false reading. But we go back to xaraBadduevor. We ques- 
tion it as to its meaning and use. It appears elsewhere in the 
New Testament only twice ; namely, in 2 Cor. iv. 9, and Rev. 
xii. 10. In both these passages it is rendered “cast down.” 
This is really its true meaning here, of which it has been de- 
prived in consequence of the presence of réAw, “again.” The 
latter word, however, isnot to be taken in the sense of “once 
more,” or “a second time,” as it evidently is by both King 
James’s and the Canterbury Revisers. It has reference to a 
former condition of things, and denotes, with its verb, a return, 
a coming back to that previous state, though that coming back 
may not be a second return, but the first. Its use here, as in 
verse 6, is no doubt somewhat pleonastic. Properly translated, 
the writer’s words mean, “ Not casting down again the founda- 
tion principles of repentance from dead works and of faith in 
God [z.e. not subverting and renouncing them, and deing again 
without any ground to build on], or the teaching of baptisms, 
and of the laying on of hands, and of the resurrection of the 
dead, and of eternal judgment.” ‘This makes “teaching” the 
object of “casting down,” used figuratively for “rejecting,” and 
gives what seems to be the very thought of the writer, who, as 
the whole context shows, is warning his readers against back- 
sliding and its consequences. The only apparent objection to 
this reading and rendering seems to be the want of the con- 
junction 7, “or,” in connection with this accusative, — which, 
however, may very easily have been lost from the text through 
a misunderstanding of the writer’s meaning. Another thing 
that gives strong color to this as the true reading is the fact 
that GeuéeAtov is thereby made to refer only to repentance and 





1JIn Rev. xii. 10, the Revisers have followed the majority of other 
modern editors, and adopted the simple instead of the compound verb 
in their Greek text, though in their Version they retain “ cast down,” the 
rendering of the rejected compound verb, 
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faith as the fundamentals of the Christian life, while the other 
four things are made subjects of needful instruction, —the 
first two of them being matters of practice to a greater or 
less extent in the apostolic church; and the other two being 
truths of cardinal importance to men as believers in Christ. 
On both of these classes of subjects there was more or less 
questioning and doubt in that early day ; and believers needed 
to be taught the truth respecting them. 

If Barricpuav ddaxyv is, as it appears to be, the true reading, 
it settles at once the question whether the writer means “ the 
doctrine (or teaching) of baptisms,” or whether, as some infer 
from the order of the words, the only meaning that his language 
will allow is “baptisms of doctrine,” ze. baptisms consequent 
upon teaching, baptisms administered after due instruction, — 
though it must be confessed it is difficult to get the latter 
meaning out of the two genitives. With an accusative, how- 
ever, for the second word of the combination, the difficulty 
disappears ; the only possible rendering to be given to the 
words is, “ teaching of baptisms,” instruction respecting bap- 
tisms. It decides, also, the government and construction of 
the three leading genitives that follow, all being dependent 
upon this accusative, as already shown. In a word, it clears 
up the whole passage, — which is one of the best evidences of 
its being a genuine reading. The accusative early became 
changed to a genitive through the influence of the successive 
pairs of genitives with which it stands connected. — Lachmann, 
as well as Westcott and Hort, admits 8i8ayyv into the text on 
the sole documentary evidence of B and d. It is strongly 
supported, however, by internal evidence. 


viii. 8. 

The American Revisers here very properly call attention to 
what seems to be a false reading in the Received Text, which 
the Canterbury Revisers retain, namely, “finding fault zth 
them.” Instead of this, the American Committee suggest as a 
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marginal reading, “finding fault with 7¢”; i.e. with the first 
covenant, which is spoken of in the preceding verse as 
not faultless. ‘This reading is supported by the early seventh- 
century corrector of , B, D third hand, E, L, nearly all the 
cursives, John of Damascus, and other Greek Fathers. The 
reading of the text, which represents God as censuring his 
people, rather than expressing dissatisfaction with the Old 
Covenant, is supported by §§ first hand, A, D first hand, K, - 
P, four cursives, the Old Latin, Vulgate, and Peshito Syriac - 
Versions, Euthalius, Theodoret, and Chrysostom in one place, 
though elsewhere he favors the other reading. The corre- 
spondence between “ faultless” in verse 7 and “ finding fault ” 
in verse 8, as well as the entire subsequent context, seems to 
leave no doubt that the true reading is the earginal facie’ 
suggested by the American Revisers. 


x. 1. 
Rec. T. 6 vépos... ovdérore Sivara. — the law... can never. 
Rev. T. 6 vépos... ovSémore Sivavrat—the law... they can never. 


The English Revisers have banished the verb of the Received 
Text to the margin, with the note that some ancient authorities 
read “it can”; z.e. “the law can never.’’ The witnesses for 
this reading are D first and third hands (the latter correcting 
the change made by the second hand), E, H, K, L, the majority 
of the cursives, the Latin versions of D, E, and F, the Vulgate, 
the Memphitic and Bashmuric Versions, Origen, Chrysostom 
giving the text, Theodoret, and Gicumenius, who adds, “ That 
is, Zhe Jaw can never.” The plural, which the Revisers have 
adopted, is found in &, A, C, D second hand, P, 17, and be- 
tween thirty and forty other cursives, Chrysostom in two other 
instances, Euthalius, John Damascene, and Theophylact. Dr. 





_1 Codex B is defective in the rest of this epistle, as well as in the epistles 
to Timothy, Titus, and Philemon, and in the Apocalypse. The B of the 
Apocalypse is a manuscript by a later hand. 
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Hort very strangely says,’ “The analogies of ix. 9, x. 11 (the 
sacrifices) and x. 10 (the Levitical priest, answering to the true 
High Priest) are in favor of dvvavra.” But, finding it “ diffi- 
cult to think that we have the text quite complete,” he proceeds 
to give several changes, in order, if possible, to make dvvavra: a 
suitable reading. In all this, Dr. Westcott is unable to agree 
with him. And justly; for these passages represent the sacvt- 
Jices, not the priests, as unable to make the worshippers perfect, 
just as the singular, dvvarar, does here: “The law... can 
never, with the same sacrifices year after year, . . . make per- 
fect,” etc. But, with the plural, it is not the sacrifices but the 
Levitical priests that are represented as unable to accomplish 
the work: “The law having a shadow of the good things to 
come, ... they [z.e. the priests] can never with the same sacri- 
fices . . . make perfect them that draw nigh.” ‘This reading 
not only shows Dr. Hort’s remarks to be somewhat inconsid- 
erate, but makes the writer speak entirely out of harmony with 
his teachings elsewhere. Nor is this all. It renders purpose- 
less and unmeaning the clause preceding. Why this reference 
to the law as a shadow of good things to come, if it is not the 
observance and work of the law that is about to be spoken of? 
According to this reading, however, the Levitical priests ought 
to have been referred to as shadows, rather than the law and 
its rites. — Still other considerations might be urged to show 
that the Received Text presents the original reading. But 
these are not necessary. There can hardly be a question in 
the mind of any impartial judge respecting the plural 8vvavrat. 
It is too plainly erroneous,— occasioned by the foregoing 
mpordepovow, “ they offer.” The fact that it is attested by the 
three oldest known manuscripts ought not, in view of all the 
circumstances, to have a feather’s weight. And so Tischendorf, 
the American Revisers, and others who adopt the singular are 
forced to conclude. 

me NS ee ee eee 

1 Select Readings, p. 131. 
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X. 34. 


Rec. T. ytvairxovres Exe év éavrots — knowing in yourselves that ye 
have. 
Rey. T. -yeviorkovres Exetv EavTods — knowing that ye yourselves have. 


The marginal reading, “that ye have for yourselves,” is to 
be preferred here to that of the text, either the Received or 
the Revised. The received reading, indeed, is unsupported 
except by a few cursives. It is an obvious interpretation of 
éavrots, the marginal reading, and is of comparatively recent 
date. The Revisers’ éavrovs is attested by &, A, H, five cursives, 
the Memphitic Version, Clement of Alexandria, and Euthalius. 
The Latin versions of D, E, F, and the Vulgate read vos, 
though this does not properly represent the reflexive of the 
Greek. In like manner, the Paschal Chronicle substitutes éuas 
for éavrovs. These readings clearly indicate that, on the part 
of those who made them, there was a sense of the unfitness of 
vosmet, Vos ipsos, Or éavtovs in this connection. And so there 
is. There is nothing in the context to call for the emphatic 
reading, “ Knowing that ye yourselves have a better possession.” 
But, as the writer had just addressed his readers as having 
joyfully submitted to being robbed of their goods, he very 
naturally added that they did this under the consciousness that 
they had for themselves, or still remaining 40 themselves, a better 
possession, and one that would abide by them. It was simply 
because the force of the dative here was not perceived that it 
was early changed to the accusative. And this reading, by 
having been transmitted to us in the two oldest extant Greek 
manuscripts, is thrust into the text as the true one.. The sim- 
ple dative éavrois is attested as genuine by D, E, K, L, about 
seventy cursives, Chrysostom, Isidore, Theodoret, John Damas- 
cene, and Theophylact. It is adopted by Griesbach, Matthai, 
Delitzsch, Alford, and others. Instead of standing in the mar- 
gin, it ought to have its rightful place in the text, as it has in 
editions embodying the readings and renderings preferred by 
the American Committee of Revisers. 
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xii. 3. 


Rec, T. td t&v duaprwdav els abrév avriAoylav, — contradiction 
of sinners against himself. 

Rey. T. 1d trav dpaproddyv els Eavrods dvtiAoylav, — gainsaying of 
sinners against themselves. 3 

We have here another change in the text for which the 
English Revisers alone are responsible.— The first of these 
varying readings, under the different forms of atrdv, airov, and 
éavrdv (for the manuscripts present the reflexive under all 
these forms), is attested by A, D third hand, E second hand, 
K, L, P, nearly every cursive, the Latin version of F, the Clem- 
entine Vulgate, several copies of Jerome’s, the Memphitic Ver- 
sion, Chrysostom, John Damascene, and others. The Revisers’ 
reading, under the forms of éavrovs and airovs, is supported by 
&, D first hand, E first hand, 17, four copies of the Vulgate, 
the Peshito Syriac, Euthalius, and Theodoret. The Syriac 
Version translates very freely, “ Consider how much he suffered 
from sinners, those who were enemies‘of their own life ;” z.e. 
their own enemies. While the received reading is perfectly 
appropriate, and harmonizes with the preceding line of thought, 
this revised reading introduces an idea altogether out of har- 
mony with the context. It carries upon its face the stamp not 
merely of improbability but of counterfeit currency. On this 
ground, and only on this, it is rejected by Lachmann, Tregelles, 
Tischendorf, Alford, the American Committee of Revisers, and 
others. But Westcott and Hort cling to it because of its 
apparent antiquity ; and through them it appears in the Re- 
vised Text. Another of the English Revisers tries to explain 
the expression “against themselves” by saying, “ ‘Sinners 
against their own souls,’ as we read in Num. xvi. 38.” But 
this is not a parallel passage ; for here the meaning is that the 
censers of “the two hundred and fifty men that offered in- 
cense ”’ were “hallowed,” consecrated to the Lord, and became 
@ witness against them, a standing memorial in the presence 
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of the Israelites of the sin by which they perished. The read- 
ing adopted by the Revisers did not originate in carelessness, 
as some may suppose, but in a misinterpretation, through igno- 
rance, of the writer’s meaning. This is evident from the ren- 
dering 2 vodis, which appears in the Latin versions accompany- 
ing D and E. This tells the whole story. It shows that the 
reading éavrovs arose from connecting that word with “ ye;-the 
subject of the verb “consider,” and of “become weary,” fol- 
lowing immediately after. And the meaning thus intended to 
be given to the verse was, “Consider among yourselves him 
that endured such contradiction of sinners, lest ye become 
wearied 77 your souds unto fainting.” But it was not generally 
so understood. And very properly, because such a distortion 
of the apostle’s language as this construction calls for is by no 
means admissible. The order of his words forbids it. 


xii. 7. 


Rec. T. et maudelav tropévere, — If ye endure chastening. 
Rev. T. els raudelav bropévere * — It is for chastening that ye endure. 


The common reading, «i, is attested only by a large number 
of cursives, Euthalius, and Theophylact. The other (cis) is 
attested by all the uncials, more than fifty cursives, the Vul- 
gate, and virtually the Peshito. Syriac, Memphitic, Thebaic, and 
Armenian Versions. Codex D, however, connects eis aideav 
with the preceding words: “ But he scourgeth every son whom 
he recetveth for chastening” ; then puts the following iopévere 
in the aorist imperative, trometvare, “endure.” Some of the 
Latin versions translate the words i” adisciplina; some, in 
disciplinam,; and one at least, 7x doctrinam. ‘The reading 
evidently troubled the ancients, as it does our modern critics 
and interpreters. Let us, then, look at the other reading for a 
moment or two. It is true, the documentary evidence in favor 
of this is comparatively weak. But it is not quite so feeble 
relatively as that calling for “strain ow¢ a gnat,” in our English 
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Version, in which the documentary evidence — authorized, too, 
at that—-in support of “strain af a gnat,” is of the most 
voluminously overwhelming character. But let us suppose that 
«i may be the true reading. How does it fit in? It makes 
verse 7 begin (A. V.), “If ye endure chastening”’ ; while verse 8 
begins, “But if ye be without chastening,” etc. That is to say, 
If, on one supposition, ye are chastened, ye may infer thus and 
so; but if, on the other hand, ye are not chastened, ye may 
come to another and very different conclusion. So far, then, 
as to whether e or eis be the true reading, the writer’s argu- 
ment leaves us very little room to doubt. The word “endure,” 
however, is not the best word by which to bring out his mean- 
ing in trouévere. This word literally means to remain under, 
then to continue patiently or without chafing under, to remain 
under and be submissive to. Now, by giving this rendering to 
Sropévere, and reading ¢ in connection with it, we have what 
we may consider, without doubt, the writer’s thought as well as 
his words. To show this the more clearly, we give the two 
verses together: “If ye continue submissive under chastening, 
God is dealing with you as with sons. For what son is there 
whose father does not chasten him? But if ye are [?.e. if ye 
continue, or are left] without chastening, ye are not dealt with 
as sons, — ye are not sons, ye are not genuine children.” The 
internal evidence thus makes it conclusively clear that if” is 
the true reading. The other is an early transcriber’s error. 


xii. 18. 
Rec. T. nAradhapéve Sper, kal Kexavpévo amupl,— unto the mount 


that might be touched, and that burned with fire. 


Rev. T. Wnradopéve kal kexavpévo mupl, — unto @ mount that might 
be touched, and that burned with fire. 


The presence of dpa, as a part of the text, is attested by 
D, K, L, nearly all the cursives, the Clementine Vulgate, the 
Armenian Version, Chrysostom twice, Athanasius, Theodoret, 
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John Damascene, CEcumenius, and others. But the word is 
wanting in ¥, A, C, 17, 47, the Latin versions accompanying D 
and F, several manuscripts of the Vulgate, the Peshito Syriac, 
the Memphitic, the Thebaic, the Ethiopic, Erpenius’ Arabic, 
Origen in one place, but not in two others afterwards, Eutha- 
lius, Primasius, and others. If the Revisers’ Greek presents 
the genuine reading here, then the translation which they have 
given to it in the text is an improper one. The Greek words 
do not call for the inserting of “a mount” in the rendering. 
The insertion of this expression obviously indicates a want of 
confidence on the part of a majority of the body of Revisers 
in their own text, the only legitimate meaning of which is, 
“unto a palpable and kindled fire,” as the Revisers give it in 
the margin. But this reveals a suspicious reading; for the 
kindling or burning of a fire naturally precedes the feeling of it, 
not only in fact, but in the expression of the fact. It is true 
that a previous mention of épos; or of some locality, is implied, 
in verse 19, in the words, “which voice “hey that heard in- 
treated,” etc. This language, as well as what follows, shows 
that the preceding statements are not of a general, indefinite 
nature without any local reference, as the language of the 
revised Greek text up to that point indicates. Hence it is 
impossible to resist the conclusion that dpe is a part of the 
genuine text. And this consideration may have led to the in- 
sertion of “a mount” into the R. V. But the idea does not 
inhere in, nor is it implied by, the revised Greek text. The 
conviction that épe is necessary in order to express the writer’s 
thought simply indicates that the word has been omitted in 
those documents in which it is wanting. It ought to be restored 
to the text in accordance with the demands of external and 
internal evidence, its presence being essential to express the 
obvious meaning of the writer, —a tangible mountain, as op- 
posed to the intangible, spiritual Mount Zion of verse 22. 
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xiii. 21. 
Rec. T. év wavti tpyw &ya0 — in every good work. 
Rev. T. év wavrl dya6o — in every good thing 


The received reading here is well attested by C, D third 
hand, K, M, P, the whole body of the cursives, the Peshito 
Syriac, Armenian, and Ethiopic Versions, Chrysostom twice, 
Theodoret twice, John Damascene, and others. Codex A 
reads, “in every good work and word,” —the addition of “and 
word” having been made, apparently, from 2 Thess. i. 17. 
The omission of épyw is according to §¥, D first hand, the Latin 
versions of D and F, the Vulgate, the Memphitic, Euthalius, 
Primasius, and others. Tischendorf (in accordance with his 
principle of rejecting the one of two rival readings that corre- 
sponds more or less with a genuine reading elsewhere) omits 
“work,” under the idea that it must have been introduced 
from 2 Thess. ii. 17, because it is wanting in §. Westcott 
and Hort also omit the word. But Lachmann, Tregelles, 
Alford, and others generally retain it as genuine, as in fact the 
documentary evidence demands, and as the connection, — 
“ making you perfect in doing his will in every good work” or 
endeavor, — seems to require. 


Rec. T. ovav év tptv— working in you. 
Rev. T. rovev év quiv— working in us, 


This clause, following on immediately after the above, speaks 
for itself. ‘The documentary testimony in regard to the reading 
is as follows: In favor of the received reading, A, C, P, most 
of the cursives, the Latin versions accompanying D and F, the 
Vulgate, Peshito Syriac, Memphitic, and Ethiopic Versions, 
Chrysostom, Euthalius, Theodoret in citing the passage, John 
Damascene, and Theophylact. In favor of the revised, are &, 
the Greek text of D, K, M, about twenty-five cursives, the 
Armenian Version, C@Xcumenius in both text and comment, and 
Theodoret in commenting on the passage. But this reading, 
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even if the documentary evidence preponderated in its favor 
instead of inclining strongly the other way, ought to be set 
aside as an obvious itacism originating in carelessness. The 
very connection shows that “you,” not “us,” is the proper 
and undoubtedly genuine reading : “ Make you perfect in every 
good work to do his will, working in you that which is well- 
pleasing in his sight.” The original scribe of D presents us 
with the reading “make us perfect” instead of “make you 
perfect,” as well as with the reading “ working in us’; and it 
is possible that both these erroneous readings originated in the 
exemplar from which Codex D was taken. The former, how- 
ever, is now found only in the Greek text of D, while the 
latter has been preserved not only in D, but in §& and a few 
other kindred documents. 


J ASLE Ss 


i,<12. 


Rec. T. Sv érnyyelAaro 6 Kiptos trois ayaracw abrév. — which the 
Lord hath promised to them that love him. 

Rev. T. dv émnyyelAaro tots ayawdow abtév.—which the Lord 
promised to them that love him. 


The omission of 6 Kvptos appears only in §, A, B, one cur- 
sive, one manuscript of the Old Latin, and in most editions of 
the Armenian Version. The reading of the Received Text is 
supported by C, K, L, P, almost every cursive, the Vulgate, the 
Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, the Ethiopié, 
the Venetian edition of the Armenian, and John Damascene 
twice, though some of these versions, and four or five cursives, 
read “God” instead of “the Lord.” There are those who 
speak of God as “He” and “ Him,” using the word inde- 
pendently, without reference to an antecedent, and generally 
spelling it with a capital initial. But that was not the Apostle 
James’s way of speaking. The Revisers’ Greek, in fact, leaves 
the verb without any subject, not even a pronoun expressed. 
In the preceding context after verse 7, the apostle makes no 
reference to the Lord. In that verse, he assures his readers 
that a man of wavering, doubtful mind need not think that he 
shall receive anything of the Lord. Then follow various ob- 
servations respecting persons of one kind and another, — the 
double-minded, the lowly, the rich, the patient man. In speak- 
ing of the last, the apostle pronounces him blessed in enduring 
temptation. Now it is incredible that, after speaking thus of 
men, he should proceed and say, “For, being approved, he 
shall receive the crown of life which he promised to them that 
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love him,”’—the second “he” of this sentence being only: 
implied, and yet meaning the Lord. It is far more credible 
that some careless copyist overlooked the OKC, standing in 
his exemplar for 6 Kvpvos, and passed on without it. If such 
omissions were not common among transcribers, the case would 
be very different. But knowing that they are of frequent. 
occurrence, and, after being once made, are too often mechani- 
cally repeated, we have every reason for concluding that this 
is what must have occurred here. Let us not, then, do the 
apostle the injustice of attributing to him an error that he could: 
hardly have committed, and that can so easily be accounted 
for in the few documents in which it appears, especially as we 
find it necessary, in translating his mutilated words, to supply 
what he himself, beyond all reasonable doubt, wrote. The 
error of omitting “the Lord” here is certainly not as great as 
that of writing dzocxidcpatos for drockiacpa, “ shadow,” in’ 
verse 17, a reading which is utterly unmeaning, and yet appears 
in & and B, —and only in those two manuscripts. 


li. 20. 
Rec. T. 4 tlorris xopls Tav tpywv vexpd éoriv. — faith without works 
is dead. 
Rev. T. 4 mlotis xwpls tav épyov apy éorwv.— faith apart from 
works is barren. ; 


The common reading here is supported by ¥, A, C second 
hand, K, L, P, nearly all the cursives, a catena, the Clementine 
Vulgate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, 
Uscan’s Armenian, the Ethiopic Version, Origen, Cyril of” 
Alexandria, CEcumenius, and others. ‘The revised reading, 
dpyy, is that of B, C first hand, 27, 29, one manuscript of the 
Old Latin Version, three of the Vulgate, the Thebaic, and 
Zohrab’s Armenian. It is obviously an early scholiast’s work, 
intended to show the apostle’s meaning in the word “ dead.” 
First written in the margin, it afterwards crept into the text, 


274 THE REVISERS’ GREEK TEXT. 


and so appears in a few documents. It is an unmeaning plati- 
tude in comparison with the apostle’s word, which appears also 
in verse 17, where apyy would be, if possible, still more inapt, 
and in verse 26, which forbids its use. The idea that faith 
without its fruits or resultant works is barren, is one which the 
apostle would hardly think of presenting. But that faith, if it 
produce no results, is dead, —virtually no faith at all, is a truth 
which many need to have taught them before they can realize 
it. Nexpa is too strongly attested, and too expressive of the 
apostle’s thought, to be set aside. 


ii. 26. 
Rec. T. yopls trav épywv — without works. 
Rey. T. Xwpls épyov — without works. 


The presence of the article is attested by A, C, K, L, P, 
nearly every cursive, a catena, Theophylact and Cicumenius. 
It is wanting in X, B, 69, 182, and Origen, who may have cited 
the words from memory, or without any regard to the article. 
The article is used by the apostle in verses 18 and 20, the only 
other places where he speaks of “ faith without works.” And 
in all these passages, —as much here as in the others, — it 
seems to be necessary in order to the real expression of his 
meaning. These are among the places where the true force 
of the article is, perhaps, best expressed in English by the per- 
sonal pronoun. ‘Thus, in verse 18, we should render the words, 
“Show me thy faith without zés works, and I will show thee my 
faith by 7z¢s works.” So, too, in verse 20, as well as here, 
“Faith without z¢s works is dead.” In each of these instances, 
Tov épywv means the works of faith, its necessary results. With- 
out the article, the meaning, though nearly the same, is less 
expressive: “Faith without results is dead.” But as faith is 
particularized, —“ the faith,” ze. the faith of the Christian as 
such, the faith that lays hold on Christ, so the works need to be 


particularized to denote the works which such a faith produces, 
and not works in general. 
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lii. 3. 
Rec. T. i806— Behold. 
Rev. T. el 8€— Now if. 


The revised reading is attested by &%, A, B, K, L, twenty-five 
cursives, # of the Old Latin, the Vulgate, the Memphitic, John 
Damascene, and GEcumenius. That of the Received Text is 
supported by C, P, a large number of cursives, the Peshito and 
Philoxenian Syriac, the Thebaic, the Armenian, Platt’s Ethiopic, 
and Theophylact. Other readings are “ Moreover,” and “ Why 
then?” but they are evident departures from the original. Of 
the two given above, ei 8€ may be the more difficult ; but it 
does not follow from this that, with all its attestation, it is the 
true reading. As we have already observed, the old manu- 
scripts do not always distinguish between e and u, as later 
manuscripts do. Hence we find such spellings as jmety for nutv, 
and tev for ipiv. In Acts xxvi. 5, for example, &, C, E, 
have Opnoxia, while A, B, H, L, P, and others have Opycxeia; 
in Col. ii. 18, C, D, E, F, G, P, and others adopt the former 
spelling, while &, A, B, L, and others adopt the latter; and in 
Jas. i. 26, 27, the first of these modes of writing the word is 
followed by &, while the second is generally adopted by other 
manuscripts. Again, in Acts i. 15, Codex E has exooe for 
eikoot, “twenty”; and in the next verse, &%, B, D, have Aaveid 
for the more Common Aas, “ David.” There is, in fact, much 
irregularity among the manuscripts on this as on many other 
orthographical points. So that here «dé may be only another 
way of spelling i3e, which may be said to be but another form 
of i8ov. (Compare Mark xiii. 21 ; John xix. 4; Gal. v. 2, etc.) 
In fact, the context seems to require us so to regard it. In the 
next verse, we read idov kai ra wAoia (where Codex 24 reads 
eidé «.7.A.), “Behold also the ships.” And in the verse fol- 
lowing, we read, “ Behold how great,” etc. Just so, in chapter 
v., the apostle uses “ Behold” for calling attention in verses 
4, 7) 9; TI, successively, — showing that this was a peculiarity 
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of his. But what seems to indicate that iov (or ide) is the 
true reading here is the xaé in verse 4, “‘ Behold adso the ships,” 
—the “also,” which connects the two similitudes, implying 
that attention had previously been called to something else, 
and now is called to ships that are guided by a small rudder. 
Hence, in view of the questionable testimony of the three oldest 
manuscripts and their associates, and the strong internal evi- 
dence against it, we believe the Received Text gives us the 
apostle’s real meaning and form of expression. 


iii. 5. 


Rec. T. 6Alyov wip —a little fire. 
Rev. T. Alkov wip — how small a fire! 


The received reading is attested by A first hand, C second 
hand, K, L, all the cursives, a catena, # of the Old Latin 
Version, Mai’s Extracts, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, 
the Memphitic, the Thebaic, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, John 
Damascene, and Theophylact. The revised is supported by &, 
A second hand, B, C first hand, P, the Vulgate, Antiochus, and 
(Ecumenius, — respectively seventh and tenth century writers. 
A reading like this,so hard and yet so easily accounted for, one 
might suppose would make believers in hard readings as such 
pause some time before adopting it. In the close connection 
in which it stands to #Akyy, a scribe, writing from dictation, 
might very naturally have become confused in regard to the 
word, and, taking dA/yov to be #Aékov, have written the latter 
instead of the former. One might infer this from the docu- 
mentary evidence, which preponderates so strongly in favor of 
6dfyov, — including every cursive, and every ancient version but 
one, as well as one of the four oldest Greek manuscripts. But 
the reading speaks for itself: Akos properly means.“ how 
great,” “how much,” “how large,” —like guantus in Latin. 
In the language of irony, it may be employed, as many another 
word may.be, to denote its opposite, and so mean “ how small,” 


JAMES. 277 


“how little,” as the satirist Lucian uses it in a single instance. 
But the Apostle James is not dealing in irony. Besides, it 
would hardly be possible for him to use #Aékov and #Aékyy in 
opposite senses with only one word between the two, even if 
he were speaking ironically ; much less could he do it while 
uttering plain, sober truth. If #Ackoy is the apostle’s word, 
those who believe in “ translating as far as possible the same 
Greek word by the same English word,” should adhere to 
principle, and “ faithfully” translate, “ How much wood (or 
rather, How great a forest) is kindled by how much fire!” It 
is just as possible to render the words thus in English as it 
was for the Apostle James to have written the corresponding 
words in Greek. But he never wrote thus, —the two oldest 
Greek manuscripts to the contrary notwithstanding. 


Vv. 20. 


The reading, ywwoxere, “ know ye,” alluded to in the margin 
as read by some in place of ywwoxérw, “let him know,” is sup- 
ported only by B, 31, 184, the Philoxenian Syriac and Armenian 
Versions. The verb seems to have been changed to the second 
person plural in order to refer back to the introductory word 
of the previous verse, ddeAgoi, “ brethren,” because of an ap- 
parent doubt about its reference as a verb in the third person 
singular, — whether to the one converted or to the one con- 
verting him. It has every appearance of being an altered 
reading. If it had been genuine, there is no probability that 
the third person would ever have been introduced or would 
have supplanted it. Though adopted by Westcott and Hort, 
it is really entitled to n notice, 
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iii. 21. 


Rec. T. & .. . avrlrvmov — the like figure whereunto. 
Rev. T. 6... avrlrurov —which . . after a true likeness. 


The only documentary evidence in support of the first of 
these readings is a large number of cursives, among which is 
104, a carefully written manuscript of the eleventh century, 
containing the whole New Testament. The 6 of the Revised 
Text is attested by the seventh-century corrector of ¥, A, B, C, 
K, L, P, between fifty and sixty cursives, a catena, the Vulgate 
and Armenian Versions, Didymus, Cyril, John Damascene, 
Theophylact, Gicumenius, Cyprian, and others. The original 
scribe of &{, Codex 73, and the Memphitic and Ethiopic Ver- 
sions omit the relative. Constrained by documentary testimony, 
modern editors generally read 6 instead of o. Yet internal 
evidence compels us to believe, with Dr. Hort, that the former 
is “a primitive error for 6, the force of which might be hidden 
by the interposition of kat tuas before dvtirumov.... Both by 
sight and by sound the interchange of letters would be easy.’’} 
We cannot, however, regard the change as accidental. It 
seems, rather, to have originated as a correction, under a mis- 
apprehension of the reference intended by the relative. °O is 
evidently designed to refer to. the preceding word, dédaros, 
“water”; whereas the original o, as we understand it, relates 
to the preceding statement concerning the salvation of Noah 
and his family in the ark by means of water. After making 





1 Select Readings, p. 102. 
278 


I PETER, 279 


that statement, the apostle goes on to sa ‘, “Whose counter- 
part (literally, The antitype to which), baptism, doth now 
Save you also, —not the putting away of filth from the flesh, 
but the request of a good conscience on God’s behalf, — through 
the resurrection of Jesus Christ.” is @cév is not to be taken 
in the sense of “ toward God,” as is commonly done. It denotes 
the motive under which the érepdrnma, the request to be bap- 
tized, is supposed to be made, — literally, “for God,” ze. on 
God’s behalf, or on God’s account, the sense in which the 
preposition is used in Rom. xv. 26; 2 Cor. ii. 12; etc. It is 
done to obey and honor God. The last six words of the verse, 
of course, are to be taken with the first clause, as showing how 
baptism saves, —through faith in the resurrection of Jesus 
Christ, which is symbolized and confessed in the act of baptism. 
The reading. 6 gives a strained and unnatural construction to 
avrizurov and Barricpa, as well as makes water indirectly a 
saving means; whereas @ makes a God-honoring desire to 
receive a divinely instituted ordinance in the exercise of faith 
in a buried and risen Saviour, which that ordinance symbolizes, 
the means of salvation. 


iv. 1. 


Rec. T. raOévros tartp hudv capxl — hath suffered for us in the flesh. 
Rev. T. maQévros capxt — suffered in the flesh. 


In support of the received reading, we have §& (its seventh- 
century corrector simply changing tyév to Fudv), A, K, L, P, 
nearly all the cursives, the Memphitic Version, the Philoxenian 
Syriac, the Armenian, and the, Ethiopic, Didymus, Epiphanius 
twice, Athanasius four times, Basil, Cyril twice, Theodoret, Ps.- 
Athanasius, Augustine, and Jerome. This reading is confirmed 
by §& first hand, 31, and a few other cursives, the Peshito Syriac, 
Theophylact, and GEcumenius, which have ipérv, “ you,” instead 
of yar, “us,’”’—a reading which was probably introduced as 
an intended correction of jay, because of the use of the 
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pronoun of the second person in the closely related clause that 
follows. The omission of “for us” appears in B, C, three 
cursives (one of them calling for the omission in the margin), 
the Vulgate, the Thebaic, Athanasius according to some manu- 
scripts, Theodoret after having once given the full reading, John 
Damascene, CZcumenius in commenting on the passage, Augus- 
tine in other places than the fore-mentioned, Ambrose, and 
Fulgentius. This omission, however, is plainly due in part to 
what was considered the needlessness of the phrase, as it is not 
found in connection with the same words in the next clause, 
but more especially because of what was deemed the seeming 
impropriety of connecting pronouns of the first and second 
persons in the manner in which they are brought together here, 
—rabovros ixtp qudv capxt kal tyes, Forasmuch as Christ 
“suffered for ws in the flesh, do ye also,” etc. If the expression 
were not genuine, it could hardly have got into the text in that 
shape, and become so generally accepted. The readings that 
differ from this plainly indicate a desire to rid the text, in one 
way or another, of an obnoxious phrase. 

The marginal reading here, of ayapréais, “unto sins,” in place 
of auaprias, “sin,” appears in ¥ as changed early in the seventh 
century, B, one cursive, and the Ethiopic Version. It is a 
very natural transcriptional error, resulting from the position 
of the word after réravrAI, the writing of which seems to have 
left an impression that misled the scribe in writing this word. 
As far as we are aware, this false reading is adopted only by 
Westcott and Hort, among modern editors. 


iv. 14. 


The Revised Text and Version omit the closing words of 
this verse : “on their part indeed he is evil spoken of, but on 
your part he is glorified.” This omission is favored by &, A, 
B, less than twenty cursives, some copies of the Vulgate, the 
Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, the Memphitic, the Armenian, 
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the Ethiopic, Erpenius’ Arabic, and Tertullian. But the words 
are attested by K, L, P, by far the greater part of the cursives, 
three copies of the Vulgate, the Thebaic, the margin of the 
Philoxenian Syriac, Cyprian, Theophylact, and Ccumenius. 
The language is, to say the least, in perfect harmony with the 
context. It may even be said to be the necessary complement 
of the thought introduced in the former part of the verse. The 
words might very easily have been omitted by homozodeleuton. 
They form just three of the ordinary lines of an uncial manu- 
script, counting fourteen letters to a line. Let us suppose that 
a line began with erat, the last four letters of dvamav-erat, which - 
precedes this sentence. If the omitted words followed, they 
would fill out just three lines, and leave the same four letters, 
the last of the word dofaf-erar to begin the third line below the 
first eraz. Now, in copying, the eye of the scribe, after he had 
written avyarav, on returning to the exemplar, might very easily 
have rested on the lower instead of the upper era, and gone 
on from that, and so lost the intervening three lines. Such 
omissions appear again and again in all the old manuscripts. 
And this certainly looks very much like one of them. The 
words, however, have been widely preserved ; and, instead of 
continuing to omit them, we should hold to them all the more 
firmly. Let us see how the verse reads with this clause attached : 
“If ye are reproached for the name of Christ (z.e. on the 
score of being Christians), ye are happy (7.e. ye are fortunate, 
it is a good thing, a blessed thing for you) ; for the spirit of 
glory and of God resteth upon you. On their part, it is true, 
he is blasphemed; but, as far as ye are concerned, he is 
glorified” by it. The particle pe, “indeed,” should not be 
overlooked. It is equivalent to our concessive phrase, “it is 
true,” — admitting the force of the statement with which it 
is connected, and at the same time adding weight by the con- 
trast to the statement that follows. The sentence is just in the 
line of the apostle’s argument, and cannot be omitted without 
detriment. 
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Vv. 2 


Rec. T. éxovelws, pnde alex poxepSas — willingly; not for filthy lucre. 
Rev. T. éxovolws kara Ocdv, pnde alo poxepdSas — willingly, accord- 
ing unto God; nor yet for filthy lucre. 


The omission of xara @edv in the Received Text is according 
to B, K, L, most of the cursives, a catena, the Peshito Syriac, 
Mai’s Extracts, decumenius, and others. Its presence is attested 
by &, A, P, about twenty cursives, the Vulgate, the Memphitic, 
the Philoxenian Syriac, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, Antiochus, 

-and Theophylact. The former reading is followed by Gries- 
bach, Alford, Westcott and Hort, and others; the latter, by 
Lachmann, Tregelles, Tischendorf, and the Revisers. But xara 
@ecoy is.a transparent gloss, originally written on the margin, in 
explanation of éxovoiws, — showing that this was understood to 
mean “according to God’s will.’ Afterwards, it was intro- 
duced into the text, generally as the Revisers have it. Some, 
however, placed it after rpo6dpws, “ cheerfully,” or, “ of a ready 
mind.” Others inserted other words, also, in connection with 
it, at the close of the verse. 

*Emwoxorotvres, “ exercising the oversight,” which is referred 
to in the marginal note, is omitted by &, B, two cursives, and 
three or four Fathers only. Of these, the testimony of the two 
uncials is all that carries any weight; and of these two wit- 
nesses, B omits verse 3 also. Until we can see some good 
reason for this latter omission, in which B stands alone, we can 
have very little confidence in the testimony of that document 
here, even though attended by half a dozen other witnesses, 
against a word which is all but overwhelmingly attested, if not 
plainly demanded by the context. 


FL OTN: 


is. As 


Rec. T. Tatra ypddopev iptv, tva h xapa tyav 4 weTAnpwopévy. — 
these things write we unto you, that your joy may be full. 

Rey. T. ratra ypddopev fpeis, va } Xapa hpav y memAnpopévy. — 
these things we write, that our joy may be fulfilled. 


In support of the Revisers’ emphatic jets, we have %, A 
first hand, B, P, 13, one manuscript of the Vulgate (though 
this is afterwards changed), and the Thebaic Version. The 
corresponding tyiv of the Received Text is attested by A as 
afterwards corrected, C, K, L, every cursive save one, a catena, 
the Vulgate, both Syriac Versions, the Memphitic, the Armenian, 
the Ethiopic, Theophylact, and Cicumenius. No doubt, the 
former is the harder of these readings; but its hardness is of 
an unreasonable kind. For there is no call whatever for an 
emphatic “we” here, as if some one else, whose words, per- 
haps, needed confuting or confirming, had been writing to those 
to whom the epistle was addressed. This pronoun is not 
introduced in any of the preceding verses, not even in connec- 
tion with the verbs in the first verse, where the writer might 
appropriately have said, “which we ourselves have heard,” if 
no more. The reading, doubtless, resulted from carelessly 
mistaking YMEIN for HMEIC. This would readily, and, if 
there had been any indistinctness in the copy, all the more 
readily, have occurred just after the scribe had written ypadouer, 
we “write,’—the word being taken as the subject of that 
verb. — In the other case, the common reading, “your joy,” is 
attested by A, C, K, P, most of the cursives, the Clementine 
Vulgate, the Memphitic, the Philoxenian Syriac, the Armenian, 
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the Ethiopic, Augustine, and Theophylact and CEcumenius in 
their citations of the text. The reading “our joy” is attested 
by §, B, L, less than thirty cursives, four manuscripts of the 
Vulgate, the Peshito Syriac, the Thebaic, Erpenius’ Arabic, and 
Theophylact and Cicumenius in commenting on the passage. 
(The Peshito Syriac and Erpenius’ Arabic also add éy tiv, 
making the apostle say “that our joy 7m you may be full.”) 
This reading is simply an itacism, naturally resulting from the 
previous verb, “we write,”—some having afterwards thought 
it necessary, in order to make the meaning clear, to supple- 
ment it by adding “in you.” Such a reading misrepresents 
the true ezd the writer had in view as indicated by the clause 
introduced by fva, however true it might be that his own joy 
would be increased as a resu/¢ of his writing. Indeed, such an 
utterance as “that ow (my) joy may be full” could hardly 
have proceeded from the pen of one who thought more of 
imparting joy to others than of being filled with joy himself, — 
a lesson which he had many years before, according to his own 
record, learned from the lips of his blessed Master: “ Zhese 
things have I spoken unto you, that my joy might remain in 
you, and that your joy might be full.” John xv. 11. That 
“your joy” is the true reading here, appears from the fact that 
the clause in which it stands follows on naturally as a fuller 
statement of the apostle’s meaning in verse 3: “ What we have 
seen and heard, declare we unto you, ¢hat ye also may have 
Jellowship with us”; “and these things we write unto you, 
that your joy may be full.’ It corresponds with the whole 
tenor of the epistle: “These things write I unto you, shat ye 
sin not”; li. 1. “I write unto you, fathers, decause ye have 
known him . . . unto you, young men, Jecause ye have overcome 
... unto you, little children, decause ye have known” etc. ii. 13, 
14,21. “These things have I written unto you. . . chat ye may 
know” etc. It is on their account, for their benefit, for their 
rejoicing, not on his own account or for his own greater joy, 
that he writes. The obvious purpose of the epistle was to 
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impart a fulness of joy to its readers. When the apostle him- 
self assures us of this, we do him great injustice to give heed 
to fallible and fallacious documents, however innocent they 
may be in their misrepresentations, rather than to his own 
repeated declarations and the necessary conclusions that follow 
from them. 


iii. 5. 


Rec. T. va tds dpaprias huav apy, — to take away our sins. 
Rev. T. tva ras duaptias apy, —to take away sins. 


The reading of the Received Text is attested by &, C, K, L, 
nearly all the cursives, a catena, the Clementine Vulgate, the 
Peshito Syriac, the Thebaic, Athanasius, Theophylact, and 
(écumenius. The other is the reading of A, B, P, five or six 
cursives, five manuscripts of the Vulgate, the Memphitic, Phi- 
loxenian Syriac, Armenian, and Ethiopic Versions, Tertullian, 
Fulgentius, and other Latin Fathers. If the reading were “to 
take away sim,” we should expect the omission of the pronoun. 
And so Augustine writes the word here — peccatum — without 
the pronoun, But it is not John’s habit to use the plural “sins” 
without a limiting word. See John viii. 24, xx. 23, 1 John i. 
9, ii. 2, 12, iv. 10, Rev. i. 5, xviii. 4,5. Aside from the present 
verse, these are all the passages, except John ix. 34, in which 
he uses the word in the plural ;, and in this last, the language is 
not his, but that of others. The documentary evidence for the 
pronoun leads us to believe it to be genuine; and when we 
couple with this the fact that the apostle again and again em- 
ploys this pronoun to denote believers in general, we need not 
hesitate about accepting it as such. It is in perfect accordance 
with his usual mode of speaking, while the phrasing, “to take 
away sins,” without any limiting adjunct, is not his way of ex- 
pressing himself at all, The omission seems to be due, if not 
to oversight, to a desire to generalize the thought, as if the 
pronoun limited the meaning of “sins” to the apostle and his 
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iii. 14. 


Rec. T. 6 ph ayamav tov ddeAdov péver év ro Oavdrw. —He that 
loveth not his brother abideth in death. 

Rev. T. 6 ph ayarav péve év ro Oavarw.— He that loveth not 
abideth in death. 


The received reading is attested by C, K, L, P, nearly all the 
cursives, the Memphitic, Woide’s Thebaic, both Syriac Ver- 
sions, the Ethiopic, Theophylact, G&cumenius, and Cassiodorus. 
The revised is vouched for by &, A, B, three cursives, the Vul- 
gate, Miinter’s Thebaic, the Armenian, Didymus, Lucifer, and 
Augustine. Instead of rov adcAdov being a later addition, as 
some suppose, its absence looks more like an early omission. 
If the apostle really meant that one who does not love a true 
Christian abides in death, he must have written, “He that 
loveth not his brother.” But, if he meant to say in general 
terms that he who has no spiritual love,—no love either for 
God, or for men as Christians or beings for whom Christ died, 
—is still in a state of spiritual death, he must have omitted 
the words that follow in the next verse. The testimony of the 
documents being contradictory and nearly equally balanced, 
we are left to appeal to the text for additional evidence, if there 
is any. Here, in only the preceding sentence, we find the 
apostle saying, “ We know that we have passed from death to 
life because we love the brethren.” Now, after having written 
this, it is hardly possible for him to have said, “He that doth 
not love, abideth in death,” and then to have added in the 
very next breath, “Every one that hateth his brother, is a 
murderer.” After having written, “ He that Joveth not, abideth 
in death,” he would naturally, if not of necessity, have written, 
“He that hateth, is a murderer,” —a truth, no doubt; but not 
just the truth to which he gave utterance. The context evi- 
dently enough calls for “ He that Joveth not his brother, abideth 
in death.” But some critical reader of the second century, 
under the impression that the apostle had drawn the lines 3 
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little too taut, and that very possibly he had brought the 
matter too near home for his own satisfaction, desired to tone 
down the thought. Hence the offensive expression was erased, 
and a comparatively pointless but orthodox generality made to 
take its place. That such was actually the case, we are satisfied 
by a reference to the next sentence as it reads in B, one of the 
witnesses in favor of this depraved reading. That sentence, in 
only that one manuscript, reads, “ Every one that hateth /is 
‘own [éavrod instead of airod, “his” ] brother, is a murderer.” 
To retain the expression as the apostle wrote it seemed to our 
ancient critic to be too comprehensive. But to cut out the 
words “his brother ” here, — “ He that hateth, is a murderer,” 
—would make the sentence still more sweeping. Hence the 
substitution of “his own” for “ his,’ — making the apostle say, 
“ Every one that hateth his own brother, his own mother’s son, 
is a murderer, —leaving the reader to console himself with 
the thought that he may possibly hate some brother Christian, 
and yet not bea murderer. The omission of “his brother ” in 
verse 14, and this change in B, of “ his” to “ his own,” in verse 
15, are evidently the work of the same hand, though the former 
was less palpable, and so became a comparatively widespread 
reading, while the latter scarcely went beyond its originator. 


iv. 20. 


Rec. T. mas S0varar ayamdv ; — how can he love? 
Rey. T. od Stvarat ayamdv. — cannot love. 


The first of these readings is supported by A, K, L, nearly 
all the cursives, a catena, the Vulgate, the Peshito Syriac, Mem- 
phitic, Armenian, and Ethiopic Versions, John Damascene, 
Theophylact, GEécumenius, Cyril, and Augustine. The second 
is attested by &, B, six cursives (one of them by a second 
hand), the Thebaic and Philoxenian Syriac Versions, and 
Lucifer. We see no reason why this should supersede the 
common reading. It is simply an early attempt to improve 


288 THE REVISERS GREEK TEXT. 


upon the apostle’s way of expressing himself. In iii. 17, he 
shows how he prefers to word his own thoughts: ‘ Whoso hath 
this world’s goods, etc., . . . how dwelleth the love of God in 
him?” Instead of this last clause, he might have said, “ the 
love of God dwelleth not in him.’ But he did not. In his 
Gospel also this interrogative form of speech appears about ten 
times instead of a simple negative declaration. And, though it 
occurs in language attributed to others, it was one of John’s 
peculiar ways of writing. Hence, though he might have writ- 
ten “he cannot love God,” his usus doguendi leads us to believe 
that he did not do it, but that he expressed himself more for- 
cibly, and said, “how can he love God?” —leaving the ques- 
tion to answer itself. If the Revisers’ reading had been the 
original reading, probably no one would have thought of chang- 
ing it. 


Vv. 7. 


This verse is omitted by the Revisers without comment. It 
is now generally regarded by critical scholars as an interpo- 
lation. The only Greek manuscripts in which it is found are 
Codices 34 of the Acts and Catholic Epistles, a fifteenth or 
sixteenth century cursive ; 110, a sixteenth-century manuscript 
of the whole New Testament, but of no authority whatever, it 
being merely a copy of the Greek text of the Complutensian 
Polyglot; and 162 (of the Acts) of the fifteenth century. 
Besides these, 173 (Acts), an eleventh-century manuscript, has 
the omitted passage in the margin by a recent hand. The 
only versions that really support it are the Latin; and these 
are by no means united. The words seem to have been placed 
originally in the margin of an African copy of the Latin Ver- 
sion as a gloss on verse 8, whence they afterward crept into 
the text of other copies, and from them into two or three of 
the latest of the Greek manuscripts. ‘They cannot be success- 
fully defended as a part of the original text. 
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v. 18. 


Rec. T. 6 yevwnbels ek rod Ocod rypet Exvrdv, —he that is begotten 
of God keepeth himself. 

Rey. T. 6 yevwnbels éx rod Ocod rhpet avirov, —he that was begotten 
of God keepeth him. 

The former of these readings is attested by &, A (the original 
scribe, after having written avroy, finding that he had erred, at 
once wrote a small uncial ¢« over the a of avrov, and so changed 
the word to éavrdv),' K, L, P, every cursive but one, a 
catena, the Peshito Syriac, Memphitic, Thebaic, Armenian, and 
Ethiopic Versions, Origen three times, Ephraem Syrus twice, 
Didymus four times, Severus, Theophylact, Gicumenius, and 
others. It is favored even by the rendering of the Vulgate, sed 
generatio Dei servat eum, “but a divine birth (or, his being 
begotten of God) keeps him.” The other reading is attested 
only by B and one cursive. And even B’s testimony is ques- 
tionable. Its reading may be either airév, “him,” or airdv, 
“‘himself.”’ In Matt. vi. 34, where all other witnesses, including 
the sixth or seventh century corrector of B, read éavrqs, B as 
given by its scribe, together with L and A, reads avrns, the 
breathing and accent being wanting. But with the rough 
breathing, airjs, it is only another mode of spelling éavrjs, as 
Westcott and Hort regard it. So in Luke xi. 17, B and L first 
hand read év avrw, where all other manuscripts have éy éavro ; 
and Westcott and Hort give it as ev atr@, “in himself.” In 
verse 21 of the same chapter, & first hand, B, L, and a single 
lectionary read avrw (Westcott and Hort, aired), where all 
others read éavré. In Luke xxiii. 2, B, G, T, and a single cur- 
sive read avrov, where all other documents have éavréy, which 





1 Scrivener, after speaking of “the fact that avroy is corrected into 
éaurév by the original scribe,” — /utroduction, p. 655,— adds in a foot- 
note, “So it seems to me after careful inspection of Codex A.” This 
statement, from one so thoroughly versed in the reading of New-Testament 

manuscripts, may be regarded as altogether trustworthy. 
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is also Westcott and Hort’s reading. But in verse 12, these 
editors read atrovs (with the rough breathing), following the 
spelling of &%, B, L, T, and a few cursives. (It might be said 
in passing, that Codex L, as well as A, is very much given to 
writing the word in this abridged form, often standing alone in 
doing it.) In Luke xxiv. 12, B, L read avroy (Westcott and 
Hort atrdv), where all others read éavrév. In John ii. 24, there 
is a strange confusion, and intermixture of readings. While 
the great majority of witnesses, including Origen twice, and 
Cyril, as well as &% third hand, and A second hand, read éavrév 
abrots, z.¢. Jesus did not trust “ himself to them,” && first hand, 
B, L, one cursive, Origen once, and Cyril once, read avrov 
(which Westcott and Hort make airéy) atrois, but A and Codex 
253 read avrov éavrois, z.¢. “him to themselves,” — completely 
reversing things. In John xx. 10, & first hand, B, L, read 
avrovs (Westcott and Hort atrovs), where all the other fifteen 
uncials, together with § as corrected early in the seventh 
century, every cursive, Chrysostom, and Cyril read éavrovs. 
(Compare Note on John xiii. 32.) We might fill pages with 
additional examples from the older manuscripts of these de- 
partures from general later usage. But, we presume, we have 
already given enough to satisfy any candid reader that, though 
the scribes of B and other ancient manuscripts may have written 
avTw, avTov, avTns, etc., we are not necessarily to understand 
them as having written the personal pronoun. The earlier 
manuscripts are generally without accents and breathings. And 
these forms, from being often written é¢’ avrov, 0 avrov, etc., 
as well as from the connection in which they stand, indicate 
clearly that they were pronounced with the aspirate, and em- 
ployed as the abbreviated forms of the reflexive. This is true 
of the reading air, as Westcott and Hort give it, in the tenth 
verse of this chapter, which the Revisers write aira, and 
translate “him.” It is simply the shorter form of writing the 
éaur@ which they have rejected, though the latter is well attested, 
especially by ancient versions, which render it by the reflexive 
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“himself.” So in the verse before us 3 the word is not atrdy, 
but airéy. The reading éavrdy, the testimony for which far 
exceeds that in favor of the abbreviated form, is no doubt the 
true reading, and should be retained, as it is by the American 
portion of the Revisers. This reading harmonizes perfectly 
with Scripture teachings elsewhere. With this reading, all the 
supposed difficulties, as well as the fanciful and contradictory 
interpretations of the verse disappear. These interpretations, 
at best, are mere expedients by which to explain and bolster 
up, if possible, a false text, and are all unsatisfactory because 
not founded on the truth. One of these fanciful readings is, 
“Whosoever is born of God sinneth not; but the begotten 
(z.e. the only-begotten Son) of God keepeth him; and the evil 
one toucheth him not.” Another is, “ He that hath been be- 
gotten of God, z¢ keepeth him”; ze. the fact that one has 
been born of God preserves him that is regenerated. This, in 
substance, is the rendering of the Vulgate, and the inter- 
pretation of the Latin Fathers. But the Greek text gives no 
countenance to such a view. Another interpretation is, “ He 
that has been begotten of God (ze. a regenerate person) 
keepeth him (z.e. keepeth God, keeps him in constant, living 
union with himself); and the evil one toucheth him not”; ze. 
does not touch God, and by not being able to touch God, does 
not touch his children. Another view, differing from this last 
only in the latter part of the verse, is, that the evil one toucheth 
not the regenerate person,—the “him” after “toucheth ” 
being referred, not to God, but to the person who keeps God 
in union with himself. But the idea of our keeping God is 
hardly scriptural. On the contrary, it is God that keeps us, 
not we that keep him. (Compare Psa. xli. 1, 2; xcvii. 10; 
cxxi. 3-8 ; Prov. xxiv. 12 ; Isa. xxvii. 3; John xvii. 11,15.) Of 
himself, the Saviour says (John x. 11), “Iam the good Shep- 
herd” ; and a shepherd, we all know, is a keeper of sheep, — 
those whom the good Shepherd keeps being the sheep of God’s 
pasture. The Saviour himself says of his disciples (John xvii. 
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12), “I kept them in thy name.” But, however true it is that 
the Saviour is, in the highest sense of the word, the keeper, the 
guardian, the preserver of the redeemed, the idea that 6 yevvyfeis 
here denotes the Son of God is an unwarranted one. It is the 
term & povoyerys, “the only-begotten,” that is so often applied 
to Christ. John uses it in only the preceding chapter, verse 9 ; 
and, if his reference here had been to Christ, he would un- 
questionably have used the words 6 povoyevijs vids, “ the only- 
begotten Son.” In Gal. iv. 29, 6 yevvnBeis, “ he that was born,” 
is used in connection with the phrase “after the flesh,” con- 
cerning Ishmael. Here, in connection with the phrase “of 
God,” it is used, plainly enough, of a regenerate person, one 
“born of God,” as in iii. 9, iv. 7, v. 1, 4, and in this very 
verse, in the words, 6 yeyevvnpevos éx Tod @eov, “he that hath 
been born of God.” The only difference between the two is 
that, in the original, the one participle is in the perfect, and as 
such refers to the life of the regenerate person subsequent to 
his regeneration ; while the other, the aorist participle, points 
more especially back to the time of his regeneration. No such 
distinction, however, can be made in the English rendering. 
Nor is it essential, as the two mean the same thing. What we 
need in order to see the apostle’s real meaning, is to translate 
the verse correctly, if possible, in every particular. We will 
offer first a translation, then say a few words in regard to certain 
points connected with it. “We know that no one that is born 
of God sinneth ; yea, he that hath been born of God keepeth 
himself, and the evil one harmeth him not.” The verse con- 
sists of two parts. The first is a general statement: “We 
know that no one that is born of God sinneth.” This is only 
repeating what the apostle had already said in ili. g. His 
reference is solely to the new man, the divine nature implanted 
in man at his regeneration. This, being a nature begotten of 
God, is holy; in its bent, desires, purposes, aims, and acts, 7¢ 
sinneth not. It is a principle of holiness as well as life. The 
rest of the verse presents only another phase of the same 
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thought. It is introduced by éAdd. This, however, is not 
adversative in meaning here. There is no opposition in thought 
between the sentence it introduces and the one preceding. 
On the contrary, it enforces and confirms the same truth. 
Hence dAdd needs to be translated “yea,” as in John xvi. 2, 
2 Cor. iii. 15, Phil. ii. 17, and a number of other places: “ Yea, 
he keepeth himself,” ze. from sin. This holy principle, the 
new and divine nature in the regenerate, has no affinity for 
sin ; on the contrary, it repels it, and so keeps the evil one at 
a distance. In verse 4 of this very chapter, the apostle speaks 
of the offspring of this divine birth, not as a person, but as a 
principle, a thing: “ Whatsoever is born of God overcometh 
the world.” This includes not only the germ of holiness im- 
planted and quickened into being by the Spirit through the 
truth, but the faith, the love for divine things, the new hope in 
reference to God and eternal objects, the spirit of forgiveness, 
of patient endurance of wrong, and every spiritual grace con- 
ferred upon the regenerate. These constitute the new man, 
the Christ that is formed in us; and this new creation keepeth 
itself. But the apostle, viewing the man himself as under the 
dominant power of this holy principle, very naturally speaks 
of him as “‘ keeping himself.” The Apostle Paul expresses the 
same truth in r Tim. v. 22; in a hortatory form, “ Keep thyself 
pure.” The Apostle James also (i. 27) speaks of the child of 
God as “keeping himself unspotted from the world.” Jude, 
too (verse 21), says, “ Keep yourselves in the love of God.” 
And John himself concludes his epistle with saying, “ Little 
children, 2eep yourselves from idols,” 
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Verse 8. 


Rec. T. tva ph dmodéoopev d cipyardpeba, GANG. . . dod Roper. 
—that we lose not those things which we have wrought, but that we 
receive [a full reward]. 

Rev. T. tva ph dwodéonre & eipyacdpeda, GAAG . . . aod Bnre. 
that ye lose not the things which we have wrought, but that ye receive [a 
full reward]. 





In support of the first of these readings, we have K, L, P, 31, 
most of the other cursives, and Theophylact and CGécumenius 
in their quotations from the text. The second is the reading 
attested by B and the Thebaic Version only, — that adopted 
by Westcott and Hort. There is also a third reading, with all 
the verbs in the second person ; namely, See “ that ye lose not 
what ye have wrought out (or obtained by working), but that 
ye receive a full reward.” This is attested by X, A, ten cur- 
sives, a catena, the Vulgate, Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac, 
Memphitic, Armenian, and Ethiopic Versions, Irenzeus accord- 
ing to his Latin interpreter, Lucifer, Isidore of Pelusium, John 
Damascene, and others; while Theophylact and C&cumenius 
in their commentaries refer to it as the reading of some. The 
weight of evidence, both internal and external, is decidedly 
against both the common and the revised reading, and calls for 
this third reading, which is that of Lachmann, Tischendorf, 
Tregelles in his text, the Revisers in their margin, and which is 
adopted by the best modern commentators. 
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Verse 22. 


Rec. T. kal ods peév éXeetre Staxpivdpevor, —And of some have com- 
passion, making a difference. 

Rev. T. kal ots peév éXeGte Staxpivopevouvs, —And on some have 
mercy, who are in doubt. 


The text of this and the following verse in the old manu- 
scripts is in a sad state of confusion, so that it is by no means 
easy to determine what the true reading is. It seems clear, 
however, that there are ¢hree classes of persons spoken of in 
these verses, as the R. V. indicates, and not two only, as the 
A. V. would lead one to suppose. The presenting of but two 
classes by the latter is due, as will soon be seen, to the omis- 
sion of certain words in verse 23. In attestation of the nom- 
inative duxpeyopevor, in the verse before us, we have K, L, P, 
most of the cursives, a catena, Theophylact and Ccumenius, 
each in citing the text. The accusative of the Revised 
Text is the reading of %, A, B, C, nearly twenty cursives, 
the Vulgate, the Syriac Versions, Clement, Ephraem Syrus, 
Jerome of course, Cassiodorus, and Theophylact and Cicu- 
menius in their comments on the passage. The nominative, 
therefore, has no support from external evidence of the earliest 
date. It will be observed, however, that in verse 23 the 
adjuncts apzafovres, “snatching,” or “ pulling,” and pucodyres, 
“hating,” are in the nominative, and refer, not to the objects, 
but to the subjects, of the preceding verbs. This leads us 
to conclude that the author of the epistle probably wrote 
the nominative here, as in the following instances, giving direc- 
tion thereby how those whom he is addressing should per- 
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form the duty enjoined upon them. On account of the early 
corruption of the text, it is not to be wondered at if, in the 
ignorance or uncertainty that existed concerning the writer’s 
meaning, a false reading became more prevalent than the true 
one. — Now, respecting the other word, éAccire, or, as the Re- 
vised Text has it, éAedre, it is very questionable whether this 
is really the right word here. The American Revisers say, in 
a marginal note, “Some ancient authorities read, And some 
refute,” instead of, ‘And on some have compassion.” ‘That 
is, €A€yxere appears instead of éAcetre in A, C first hand, nearly 
twenty cursives, the Vulgate, the Memphitic, the Armenian, 
- the Ethiopic, Ephraem Syrus, Cassiodorus, Theophylact and 
CEcumenius in their commentaries, as well as in Clement of 
Alexandria, Jerome, and an early scholiast. Lachmann, Tisch- 
endorf, and Alford adopt this as the true reading, as does Huther 
also ; and Tregelles gives it the preference. The objection to 
it is that, on account of the presence of édee?re in the next 
verse as well as here, some early corrector of the text may be 
supposed to have substituted éA¢yxere for it in this place, while 
some other corrector, retaining éAeetre here, omitted it in verse 
23. But this is only an objection in appearance. Let us 
assume that éAéyyere is the original reading here, and édeetre or 
éXedre in the next verse, and only there. Let us now suppose, 
what is perfectly supposable, and by no means improbable, that, 
in an early exemplar from which a scribe was copying, a line 
ended with éAc-, the first part of éA¢yxere, and that the fourth 
line after this also ended with the same letters, being in this 
case the first three letters of the other word. (The interme- 
diate fifty-five letters would make just four lines.) A copyist, 
having reached the end of the first of these lines, on returning 
to his exemplar, might have glanced at the lower line, then 
hastily passed to the left side of the page or column he was 
copying from for the rest of the word, and carelessly finished it 
off with etre or Gre, instead of yyere ; then, returning to his proper 
place without observing his error, he would have gone on with 
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the next word, Svaxpwdpevor. This will account for the omission 
of €déyxere, and the appearance in its place of édecire. After 
the latter word had obtained currency, some one, naturally 
objecting to its two-fold appearance, omitted it, with two or 
three other words, from the next verse, and so gave rise to the 
reading of the Received Text. The reading édéyyere is cer- 
tainly well supported, especially by early versions and patristic 
testimony. It is also clearly called for on internal grounds. 
It presents to us not only three different classes of persons to 
be dealt with, but three different modes of dealing with them. 
Adopting it, therefore, in place of either the received or the 
revised reading, and reading instead kal obs pev éX€yxere dia- 
Kpwwopevot, we have what seems to be, as far as we can ascertain 
from the confused state of the documents, the writer’s thought 
in these two verses. He is exhorting his readers respecting 
the course they should pursue in reference to those members 
of the church who had been and still were more or less under 
the influence of false teachers. And he says: “And some put 
to shame by confuting them ; but others save by plucking them 
out of the fire ; and others deal compassionately with, in fear, 
abhorring even the garment contaminated by the flesh.” 


REVELATION. 


is! 

In the familiar clause, “and washed us from our sins in his 
own blood,” the word dovoarrt, “ washed,” is set aside by the - 
Revisers, and Avaav7t, “loosed,” inserted instead, with the mar- 
ginal note, that many authorities, some ancient, read, “ washed.” 
This familiar reading is attested by B, P, most of the cursives, 
the Vulgate, the Memphitic, both forms of the Ethiopic, An- 
dreas, and Arethas. ‘The other is the reading of &, A, C, ten or 
more cursives, the Syriac and Armenian Versions, and Prima- 
sius. The Revisers are doubtless right in making the change. 
When we consider that “the blood of Christ” is only another 
way of saying “the death of Christ,” there is no difficulty in 
seeing that the apostle must have written “and loosed us from 
our sins by his blood”; z.e. set us free, or opened the way 
for our deliverance, from sin by laying down his life. The 
same idea in a slightly varied form is presented in v. g : “Thou 
wast slain, and didst redeem us unto God with thy blood out of 
every tribe,” etc. But some early reader, probably having vii. 
14 in mind, and possibly 1 John i. 7, took the preposition éy in 
its primary sense of “in,” instead of considering it the accom- 
paniment of an instrumental dative, in the sense of “by” or 
“with,” and naturally enough considered Aveavri, “loosed,” an 
error for Aoveavrt, “ washed,” and so changed the original read- 
ing. But the revised reading is in perfect accord with Acts xx. 


28, Eph. i. 7, ii. 13, 1 Pet. i. 18, 19, and other passages. 
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deze 


Rec. T.  remvpwpévor *— they burned. 
Rev. T,  emvpapévns *— it had been refined. 


The former is the reading of B, P, most of the cursives, 
Andreas, and Arethas. It cannot be the true reading, for feet 
burning in a furnace could hardly be represented as glowing 
like burnished brass. They would very soon be consumed. 
The other reading is attested by A, C, only. It is an unmean- 
ing reading, out of all grammatical harmony with the context, 
and utterly untranslatable. The true reading seems to be that 
adopted by Tischendorf, — vervpwpyévw, “ burning,” referring to 
xarxodtBavw, “burnished brass.” It is attested by &, at least 
four cursives, the Vulgate, Memphitic, Thebaic, Syriac, and 
Ethiopic Versions, Irenzeus according to his Latin interpreter, 
Cyprian, Victorinus, Primasius, and others. The conjecture of 
Diisterdieck, in his critical note on the passage, that merupwuérys 
is a clerical error for rervpwpévy, a form in support of which 
there is not the least documentary evidence, is of no weight 
whatever. It proceeds on the assumption that yaAxoduBdvo, a 
word used nowhere but here and in ii. 18, is feminine ; while 
John doubtless viewed it as a masculine, like yaAxds, “ brass,” 
and diBavos, “ frankincense,” out of which he probably coined 
the word, though it is commonly regarded as a neuter. 


ii. 1. 


Rec. T. To ayyéw tis Eqeotvys éxxAnolas — Unto the angel of the 
church of Ephesus. 

Rev. T. To dyyéAw ro tv’Edpéow éxxAnolas—To the angel of the 
church in Ephesus. 


The Revisers’ reading of the second article, though attested 
by A and C,—and these are the only known ancient witnesses 
for it, —is simply a stupid mechanical repetition of the dative 
form preceding. If it means anything, it is not what the R. V. 
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gives us, but “Unto the angel that is in Ephesus, concerning 
the church,” write. The true reading is rs év Edéo exkAnoias, 
“ of the church in Ephesus,” — corresponding to the addresses 
to the other churches, and attested by &, B, P, all the cursives, 
the Armenian Version, Andreas, and Arethas. The same blun- 
dering scribe probably changed the text in the same way in 
verse 8, — “To the angel that is in Smyrna.” The same change 
was also attempted in verse 18, and is preserved to us in 
Codex A, the leading “authority ” that we have for this false 
reading in this first verse, and the only one for it in verse 8. 
The Revelator’s form of address was one and the same to all 
the seven churches. And so, Tischendorf and others give it. 


ii. 13. 


Rec. T. év tats fpépas év als Avrimas 6 pdptus pov 6 mortés, — 
in those days wherein Antipas was my faithful martyr. 

Rev. T. év tats hpépats “Avrimas 6 pdprus pov, 6 morés pov, —in 
the days of Antipas, my witness, my faithful one. 


The reading, éy ats, of the Received Text, is attested by the 
earlier seventh-century emendator of §X, P, eight or ten cursives, 
the Armenian Version, Andreas, and Arethas. It is also favored 
by the reading afs without the preposition, found in B, more 
than forty cursives, one manuscript of the Vulgate, the Syriac 
Version, both forms of the Ethiopic, and the fourth-century 
treatise, Questiones ex utrogue Testamento. The év ais, or 
possibly the simple afs, was early lost from some copies in 
consequence of the preceding 7¢pats, having the same ending, 
—a case of homoioteleuton. The revised reading is that of 
A, C, the Vulgate, the Memphitic Version, and Bishop Haymo, 
of the ninth century. The Clementine Vulgate, two of the 
three Leipsic copies of the Apocalypse in Latin, and Primasius, 
read “in those days,” without 7 gucbus, “in which,” following. 
The Revisers say in the margin that the Greek text here “is 
somewhat uncertain.” That is, if we understand the note, they 
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are themselves in doubt whether the revised text is the true 
text. And no wonder ; for, after having omitted ats, which is 
essential to the construction and is also well attested, they 
found it necessary to represent the nominative *Avrimas in 
English as a genitive by translating it ‘of Antipas,” —to say 
nothing of the insertion of wod after zucros, which, though found 
in A, C, and two cursives, is wanting in &, the oldest of all the 
manuscripts, as well as in B, P, nearly every cursive, the Vulgate, 
Memphitic, and Ethiopic Versions, Andreas, Arethas, Primasius, 
and others. A and C certainly are not infallible, as we have 
already seen from their attestation of “the meaningless error,” 
rerupwopevns, in i. 15. Not only is the received reading the 
correct one here, but it is sufficiently attested as such to be 
more safely accepted than rejected, especially when, by reject- 
ing it, we make an incoherent text, which it is impossible to 
believe to be genuine, or to translate. 


11.17; 

Here, in place of ré vixdvr, “to him that overcometh,” A 
and C have ré vxodvrt, a false form, as if from a verb in -€w 
instead of from one in -dw. Yet Tischendorf adopts it. The 
same false spelling appears also in A at verse 7, which Lach- 
mann adopts ; and again in C at xv. 2, where we find wxodvras 
for vix@vras, “those that are victorious.” These forms can be 
attributed only to the ignorance of scribes; and they show 
that the old manuscripts especially, since they are more con- 
fided in than later ones, need to be closely and continually 
scrutinized. 


iii. 2. 


Rec. T. od... eSpykd cov ra épya —I have not found thy works. 
Rey. T. od... e¥pnkd cov épya —I have found no works-of thine. 


In connection with this revised rendering is the note that 
many ancient authorities read, “I have not found thy works.” 
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That is, they present the received reading, adopted by Gries- 
bach, Tischendorf, and others. This commonly accepted read- 
ing is attested by §, B, P, nearly every cursive, the versions 
generally, Andreas, and Arethas. The other, which is adopted 
by Lachmann and Westcott and Hort, as well as the Revisers, 
is the reading of A, C, and the margin of Codex 1, a twelfth- 
century cursive. It is plainly an attempt to make the apostle’s 
language more definite. The phrase gov 7a épya, “ thy works,” 
which appears, also, in the preceding verse, and wherever else 
in the Apocalypse ood is coupled with épya, was considered too 
general an expression, and forming an unsuitable subject for 
the accompanying predication. Hence the omission of ra to 
render the statement more explicit. But the omission is too 
feebly attested to be allowed to set aside what is well known to 
be a genuine form of speech with the apostle. 


iv. 1, 7, 8; v. 6. 


The received readings, Aéyovsa, éxov, Néyovra, etc., found in 
these verses and elsewhere, are undoubtedly critical emenda- 
tions to make the participle correspond in gender with the 
nouns with which they are construed, as dwvy, Caov, dpviov, Coa, 
etc. Whereas, the readings, A¢ywv, éxwv, A€yovres, etc., which 
the Revisers have substituted instead, while not in grammatical 
accord with the nouns with which they are to be taken, are the 
genuine readings, given in the masculine rather than the fem- 
inine or the neuter, on account of their being referred by the 
writer himself to the zz/elligences symbolized by the feminine or 
neuter nouns employed,—their hidden meaning rather than 
their grammatical character governing the writer’s thought and 
pen. This is the only way of accounting for these apparently 
anomalous forms, which cannot reasonably be attributed to 
error on the part of transcribers, or to emendation on the part 
of critics, The following are also examples of the same nature. 
Chapter v. 12, déos... 76 dpviov (Tischendorf, and Westcott 
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and Hort in the margin, but not the Revisers, after Codex A) ; 
xi. 4, Avyviae . . . Evrdres, symbolizing the teachers and the 
receivers of the truth; xi. 15, dwval... A€yovres, the “ voices ” 
representing the angelic hosts of heaven; xiv. 19, THY Anvov... 
tov péyav (Tischendorf, Lachmann, Tregelles in the text, and 
Westcott and Hort, after A, B, C, P, more than twenty cursives, 
and Arethas, but not adopted by the Revisers), symbolizing 
those whom God employs as instruments in carrying out his 
purpose ; Xxi. 14, 7d retyos . .. Zywy, the wall being a part of 
the holy city symbolizing the bride, the Lamb’s wife, or the 
risen and glorified saints. Quite analogous to these, and to be 
accounted for in the same way, is the combination ré Onpio 
(neuter) ds, “the beast who,” xiii. 14, — that beast symboliz- 
ing a body of tyrannical rulers. 


Vv. Q. 


Rec. T. nyépacas ro Oco thpds év rp alpari cov— thou hast re- 
deemed us to God by thy blood. 

Rev. T. qyspacas TO Oeo év tH aipart cov—thou didst purchase 
unto God with thy blood men. 


The former reading is attested by &, B, P, most of the 
cursives, the Vulgate, the Syriac, Memphitic, and Armenian 
Versions, Hippolytus, Cyprian, Augustine, Fulgentius, Andreas, 
Haymo, Arethas, Primasius, and others. In some of these, 
however, 7@ Oecd follows jas instead of preceding it, while in 
others it is altogether wanting. This is simply due to the fact 
that.r@ @es was omitted by one of the ancient scribes in copy- 
ing, as several documents still attest, and that in restoring it to 
the text it was misplaced, — having been inserted after instead 
of before #uas. This, however, does not militate in the least 
against the genuineness of #uas. The Revisers’ reading, which 
omits #uds, is attested only by A and the Ethiopic Version ; 
while the eleventh-century cursive 44 has nov (“ to ovr God”’) 
in place of #uas. (This, however, may be merely a transcrip- 
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tional error.) The word was no doubt omitted on account of 
the aérovs, “ them,” in the next verse, with which “us” was sup- 
posed to be inconsistent ; and at the same time, BacrrActooper, 
“ we shall reign,” in verse 10, which is demanded both by jas 
here, and by the closing words of iv. 1, was changed to Baot- 
Nevoovow, “ ¢hey shall reign,” which Griesbach, Tischendorf, and 
others adopt, and afterwards to BacwAevovow, “they reign,” 
which Lachmann, Westcott and Hort, and the Revisers adopt. 
That “us” is a proper reading is seen in the fact that the song 
in which it occurs was shared by “ the four-and-twenty elders,” 
who represent redeemed and glorified saints ; while “them,” in 
the tenth verse, is not inappropriate as referring to the same 
persons, after they have been spoken of as redeemed “ out of 
every tribe, and songue, and people, and nation,’ —the words 
“and madest them” being equivalent to “whom thou didst 
make,” if expressed in idiomatic English. This would perhaps 
be the best rendering for xai adrovs here, as the Revisers them- 
selves have translated these words in Mark i. 19. (Compare, 
also, Note on Mark i. 19, in Zhe Revisers’ English Text.) 
The two verses would then read, “And they sing a new song, 
saying, Worthy art thou to take the book, and to open its seals, 
for thou wast slain, and didst redeem us unto God by thy blood 
out of every tribe, and tongue, and people, and nation ; whom 
thou didst make to be to our God kings and priests; and they 
shall reign upon the earth.” 


vii, xe 


The Revisers’ rendering, “ as with a voice of thunder,” does 
not indicate that the corresponding Greek word in their text is 
gwv7y, —a nominative. This rendering of the nominative is 
justifiable in Acts xix. 34; but here “with a voice” can only 
be a legitimate rendering for the dative dwvy, —there being 
nothing in the context to make it an allowable rendering for 
the nominative. Some of the later documents give the form 
gwvy ; but the older ones are without either accents, or the 
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iota whether ascript or subscript. Even the cursive manu- 
scripts generally either omit this iota entirely, or pay but little 
attention to its insertion, far more frequently omitting it than 
inserting it. This may account for the want of “ authority ” 
not only for ¢wvy7 here, but for yy in Matt. ii. 6. The earliest 
known manuscript of the New Testament that contains an 
« subscript dates from the latter half of. the twelfth century. 
In view of all which, it seems to us perfectly justifiable, be- 
cause demanded by the context, to write @wvy here. (Compare 
Vili. 13.) 


vi. 17. 


Rec. T. 4 qpépa 4h peydAn Tis opyiis atrot,—the great day of his 
wrath. 

Rev. T.  Hpepa h peyaAn Tis opyts attav, — the great day of their 
wrath. ; 

The singular form of the pronoun in this verse is vouched 
for by A, B, P, every known cursive but one, the Memphitic, 
Armenian, and Ethiopic Versions, the four forms of Andreas’ 
Commentary, Arethas, and Primasius. The plural, adopted by 
the Revisers, is given by &, C, one cursive, the Vulgate and 
Syriac Versions, the author of the fourth-century work De 
Promissionibus Dimid. Temporis, Fulgentius, Haymo, and some 
others. The documentary evidence is thus divided, with an 
apparent preponderance in favor of the common reading. The 
expression “their wrath” of course means the wrath of “him 
that sitteth upon the throne,” as well as that of the Lamb, just 
mentioned. But the reference of the writer seems to be to the 
immediately preceding statement concerning “the wrath of the 
Lamb” only. It looks as if some early reviser had changed 
“his” to “their,” because the general New-Testament phrase- 
ology speaks of the divine wrath as the wrath of God, which 





1 John iii. 36; Rom. i. 18, ix. 22, xii. 19, impliedly; Eph. v. 6; Col. iii. 6; 
Heb. iii, 11, iv. 3; Rev. xi. 18, xvi. 19, xix. 15. 
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he would include with the wrath of the Lamb here. In verse 
16, however, men are represented as crying to be hidden from 
the face of God and from the wrath of the Lamb, as two 
distinct things. Then, as a reason why they desire to escape 
from the latter, it is added, “because the great day of Azs 
wrath is come.” ‘This is natural, and just what the author 
_might be supposed to have written. It is also favored by the 
documentary evidence, and is accepted as the true reading 
by Lachmann, Tregelles, Tischendorf in his seventh edition 
(though in his eighth he abandons it for the reading of his 
favorite Sinaitic Codex), and by most modern commentators. 


xi. 5. 


Rec. T. ef ris adrovs O€\q &StKfjoat, — if any man will hurt them. 
Rev. T. et tis OeAhoy adrods aSixfjoat, —if any man shall desire to 
hurt them. 


The common reading 6<Ay is almost without support. The 
revised OeAjoy is the reading of & and A only. The true 
reading ‘seems to be 0éAa, the reading of B, C, P, nearly all the 
cursives, Andreas, Arethas, and Primasius. It is the true read- 
ing in the first clause of the verse, as admitted by the Revisers ; 
and there is no reason why they should not have employed the 
same form here. It would have been unnatural for the apostle to 
have framed the two clauses differently for no apparent reason. 
Some critical reader or careless copyist must have mistaken the 
meaning, and changed the language. But the original text is 
abundantly supported. @eda should be read in both clauses 
of the verse, with its corresponding English, “ purposeth,” or 
“ desireth.” Then, if xaf is, as it seems to be, intended to 
emphasize what follows, it should be rendered “ yea,” as the 
Revisers have rendered it, for example, in John xvi. 32. The 
verse, properly translated, would then be, “And if any one 
desireth to hurt them, fire proceedeth out of their mouth, and 
devoureth their enemies ; yea, if any one desireth to hurt them, 
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thus must he be destroyed ;” z.e. not in any ordinary way, but 


by their fearless, truthful utterances. The language is symbolic. 


x108,,0; 


Rec. T. ta wrdpara airav... Tad wropata aitév... Ta TTd- 


para av’rav—their dead bodies ... their dead bodies .. . their dead 
bodies. 


Rey. T. To wrdpa aitév... Td wrdpa aitév... Ta wropara 
airaév —their dead bodies . . . their dead bodies . . . their dead bodies. 


To the first two of these renderings in the Revised Version 
is attached the marginal note “ Gr. carcase”’; that is to say, 
the corresponding Greek in the Revisers’ Text in those two 
instances is in the singular, and denotes a corpse, a dead body, 
not corpses or dead bodies. In the third instance, it will be 
observed, their reading corresponds with that of the received 
text. It isin the plural. This plural is attested as genuine by 
all the documents, with the single exception of Cursive 14, 
which reads-rd oGpa, “ body,” and one manuscript of Andreas, 
which has ta ocwpara, “ bodies” (probably a transcriptional 
error), while all his other manuscripts read 74 rr@pata. The 
received reading, aside from this, is attested, in the first instance 
in which the word occurs, by &, P, ten or twelve cursives, the 
Vulgate, the Syriac Version, Andreas, Victorinus, Primasius, 
and others; in the second instance, by the same witnesses 
except %, one manuscript of Andreas, and Victorinus. The 
singular form, given in the Revised Text, is attested, in the first 
instance, by A, B, C, thirty-five cursives, the Memphitic, Arme- 
nian, and Egyptian Versions, Arethas, and others; in the 
second, by the same witnesses, together with ${ and one manu- 
script of Andreas. But this reading is palpably false, and by 
no means inexplicable. We say palpably false; for no sane 
person, speaking of the remains of these or any other witnesses, 
in penning only forty-five words, would twice mention those 
remains as a corpse, and immediately after as corpses. The 
Revisers themselves find it impossible to do it. Notwithstand- 
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ing their Greek text, which is supposed to present the original, 
God-given language of the Revelator, they reject it, and say 
successively, with King James’s Revisers, “ their dead bodies.” 
Why, then, should they have adopted that text? Simply 
because of devotion to manuscript “authority” on the part of 
a few oftheir number. It was not because that text was essen- 
tial to a revision of the English text. It was not because it is 
incredible that John could have done otherwise than twice 
speak of two (or more) dead bodies as one, then the third 
time express himself in regard to them as the rest of mankind 
would ; as their English Version plainly indicates. It was not 
because the Greek singular 74 rrdya airdv means “their dead 
bodies,” as if it could be taken collectively, with De Wette, to 
mean “that which has fallen of them” ; z.e. their corpses —a 
use of the word altogether unwarranted and unwarrantable. It 
was not that the plural form might be interpreted as meaning 
that each of the witnesses had more than one body or one 
corpse, as one would naturally interpret the words “ their ears 2 
in the clause “Their ears are dull of hearing” ; any more than 
one might possibly interpret in a similar manner the expression 
‘their consciences” in such a phrase as “ being convicted by 
their consciences.” Nor was it because there is no evidence 
that John wrote the plural in each of these three instances. It 
was simply owing to undue deference to the testimony of fallible 
and depraved documents. Textual critics have been too ready 
to say that the correction of the singular into the plural shows 
that offence was taken at the singular. But the truth is, strange 
as it may seem, no such offence was ever taken. The “ correc- 
tion” so-called, that is, the change which the genuine text has 
undergone, has been wholly the other way: offence was taken 
at the plural. The witnesses, whose dead bodies are spoken 
of, are represented in verse 4 as olive-trees and candlesticks. 
To some ancient critic, who took rrépa in its primary sense of 
“a fall,” the sense in which the word is perhaps most commonly 
used by classical writers, the thought of “ the corpses ’”’ of olive- 
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trees and candlesticks, no doubt, seemed absurd, the obvious 
result of-a misunderstanding of the apostle’s meaning. ‘Then, 
in order to restore what he considered the original text, he 
changed the plural to the singular, making the apostle say, 
“ And their /aZ shall be on (or in) the street of the great city,” 
etc., and . . . “nations shall witness (or behold) their fa (or 
defeat) for three days and a half.” But, the third time the 
word occurs, he was under the absolute necessity of leaving it 
in the plural, because of the absurdity of saying that men shall 
not suffer “their fa to be deposited in a tomb.” Not only 
does this show how the revised text arose, but it reveals the 
untrustworthy character of some of those to whom we are 
indebted for the Greek text of the New Testament, and to 
whom many in our day defer, even with profound reverence. 


xi. 9, I0. 
Ree. T. Bderpoucr, shall see .. . abfoover, shall suffer. . . xapotory, 
shall rejoice .. . esppav0fqrovrat, shall make merry... arépapovoty, shall 
send. 


Rey. T. PdAéarovery, do look . . aptover, suffer . . . xalpovoty, re- 
joice .. . edppatvovrar, make merry... mrépapovoty, shall send. 


In verse 7, as presented by both the Received and the Re- 
vised Text, we find three futures, — “ shall make,” “ shall over- 
come,” and “shall kill.” Then follow the above verbs; the 
last of which, as given in both texts, is also a future. In regard 
to the other four verbs, there is an obvious difference in the 
time expressed, —the Received Text giving them in the future, 
and the Revised Text in the present. Yet there isno apparent 
reason why there should be this change from the future to the 
present on the part of four, or indeed of any, of these eight 
verbs. The context seems to call for the future in every in- 
stance, and no more in the last one and the first three than 
in the intermediate four. But the documents do not furnish 
as strong evidence in support of the future in the case of those 
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four as in that of the others. Tischendorf, on the testimony 
of & first hand, P, four cursives, a few manuscripts of the 
Vulgate, the Armenian Version, and two manuscripts of Andreas, 
adopts the present zéyzovow, “send,” in verse 10, instead of 
the future, “will send,” consistently with the four preceding 
presents, all of which he adopts, as do the Revisers. The future, 
however, is far more strongly attested than the present. It is 
the reading of the earlier seventh-century corrector of &%, A, C, 
most of the cursives, the Clementine Vulgate, most copies of 
Jerome’s, the Memphitic and Syriac Versions, Primasius, and 
others. It is supported, also, as far as the tense is concerned, 
by B, thirty or more cursives, the other two manuscripts of 
Andreas, and Arethas’ Commentary, all of which read, “ will 
give,” instead of “will send,” gifts. The other four futures, 
of the Received Text, though not as strongly attested as the 
presents of the Revised, are no doubt genuine. It is by no 
means improbable that an early reader changed the five futures 
in these two verses into the historical present with a view to 
enliven the discourse. It certainly has that appearance. There 
is not a shadow of probability that the apostle varied his tenses 
as the Revised Text varies them. The internal evidence is 
wholly to the contrary. 


xi. 18. 


Rec. T. ots pixpots kal rots peyaAous, — small and great. 
Rev. T. rots puxpods kal robs peydAous, — the small and the great. 


These words are supposed to belong to the preceding expres- 
sion tots PoBoupzévors, and should properly be in the same case 
with it. The received reading here is that of a seventh-century 
corrector of §%, B, P, all the cursives, the Vulgate, Andreas, 
Arethas, Cyprian, Primasius, and others. Tischendorf, Diister- 
dieck, and others unhesitatingly adopt it as the genuine reading. 
The revised reading is that of &% first hand, A, and C only, 
But A reads the accusative here because of its previous reading 
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Tovs ayiovs Kai Tovs poBoupevous, an obvious transcriptional error 
for rots aytous Kal tots PoBovjevors. Through inattention on the 
part of scribes, the other two uncials unwittingly fell into the 
same error as far as the words cited above are concerned. To 
suppose the Apostle John to have been capable of committing 
this error is to entertain a most humiliating opinion of his ability 
as a writer of Greek, and an unwarranted estimate of the power 
of transcribers to keep from slips. The reading has really no 
claim to serious consideration. It is barely possible, but not 
very probable, that it originated in an attempt to make the 
language correspond, in part at least, with the reading of the 
Septuagint (Psa. cxv. 13), evddynoe rots PoBovpévors tov Kvprov, 
TOUS pLKpOrs peTa TOV peyddwr, ‘ He will bless them that fear 
the Lord, the small with the great.’ Still, a recollection of this 
passage may have had some influence on the transcriber, and 
have been the means of leading him astray. But, whatever may 
have been its origin, it is obviously a false reading. 


xiii. 1. 


Rec. T. Kai éord6nv én thv appov ris Padkaoons*—And I stood 
upon the sand of the sea. 

Rev. T. Kal éordOn él thv Gppov tis Paddoons.—and he stood 
upon the sand of the sea. 


The first of these readings is attested by B, P, nearly all the 
cursives, the Memphitic Version, Erpenius’ Arabic, Andreas, 
and Arethas; the second, by &, A, C, 87, 92, the Vulgate, the 
Syriac, the Armenian, the Ethiopic, and Bishop Haymo. Those 
who hold to this reading regard the dragon as taking his stand 
by the sea in order to call forth the seven-headed beast, and to 
equip him with power. But this is being wise above what is 
written ; for, while verse 2 shows that the dragon gave posi- 
tion, power and authority to the beast, he is not represented 
as having called the beast up out of the sea, or as being stationed 
on the shore for that purpose. The last that we read of the 
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dragon, previous to this verse, is that he departed to make war 
with the woman's seed (xii. 17). But, according to this reading, 
in the very next breath, before he has had time to do any 
fighting, he is standing upon the sand of the sea. This cer- 
tainly does not give assurance of the genuineness of the reading. 
And when we consider that a scribe, who has just recorded a 
statement respecting the dragon, and finds no other subject 
introduced, on coming to éord6yv would very naturally refer it 
to the dragon, and without due attention write it in the third 
person singular, — simply omitting the last letter of the word, 
—we can very easily see how this reading should have crept 
in. This makes the apostle say, “And the dragon waxed wroth 
with the woman, and departed to make war with the rest of 
her seed (such as keep the commandments of God, and hold 
the testimony of Jesus), and stood upon the sand of the sea.” 
Thus no time is allowed the dragon to do any warring before 
he is on the seashore. And if he is there to bestow power and 
government upon the seven-headed beast, it is difficult to see 
when he wages the warfare he is said to have gone forth to 
wage. We are told, however, that he is to employ the beast 
as his instrument in the conflict he has undertaken. But is 
there anything to warrant this interpretation? All that we 
are apparently justified in concluding from the text is that the 
beast derived its power and authority from the dragon ; “.e. it 
inherited the same spirit, and was empowered to accomplish 
the same unhallowed ends. As a consequence, similar homage 
and worship were given to both the beast and the dragon. 
Now if we understand, with the Received Text, Tischendorf, 
and others, that John instead of the dragon stood on the sand 
of the shore, we allow an indefinite period of time between the 
departing of the dragon (xii. 17) and the coming up of the 
beast mentioned in xiii. 1. And not only this; we also see 
the significance of John’s standing by the sea ; namely, that he 
might have a full view of the beast coming up out of the water. 
The obvious intent of the former statement is to show that the 
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apostle is in a proper position to witness and report the next 
scene presented to him. 
xiii. 7. 

The omission of the first half of this verse, referred to in the 
marginal note, occurs in A, C, P, four cursives, Zohrab’s Arme- 
nian Version, two manuscripts of Andreas, and Irenzeus as 
represented by his Latin interpreter. It is not, however, be- 
cause the clause is spurious, or of questionable genuineness in 
any degree. The omission is due simply to the ever-recurring 
transcriptional error of homoioteleuton, the transcriber’s eye, in 
copying, having passed unconsciously from kat €8d0y aéré, “and 
it was given to him,” at the beginning of the clause, to the 
same words at the beginning of the next clause, causing him to 
leave the intermediate words unwritten. And from one copy 
the omission passed into others, —thus indicating a kind of 
relationship between certain manuscripts. 


xiii. 8. 


Rec. T. ov od yéyparra ta ovdpata — whose names are not written. 
' Rev. T. oF ob yéyparrat rd dvopa aitod — every one whose name 
hath not been written. 


The 76 dvoua, of the Revised. Text (without the Hebraistic 
airod following it, which is found only in A, C) seems to be the 
true reading, and not ra édvéuara. But the relative dy, referring 
back to mdvees of xatotxotvres, “all who dwell,” has been im- 
properly changed to ov. The former is attested by &, B, P, 
most of the cursives, the Vulgate, the Memphitic, Syriac, Arme- 
nian, and Ethiopic Versions, Andreas, Arethas, Primasius, and 
others. The latter is attested only by C, and the Latin inter- 
preter of Irenzus. A reads ova/,—a clerical blunder, of course, 
but perhaps for ov ov. The singular form (ov) of the relative 
grew out of the singular 70 dvoua limited by it, — the expression, 
“all persons whose wame is not written,” appearing inappro- 
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priate, or, at all events, less appropriate than “ every one whose 
name is not written.” Others, instead of changing dv to ob, 
were led by this seeming impropriety to substitute the plural 
ra dvopara, of the Received Text, for the singular 76 dvopa, 
which the Revisers read, according to A, B, C, forty or more 
cursives, the Memphitic and Syriac Versions, three manuscripts 
of Andreas, Irenzeus according to his Latin interpreter, and 
Augustine. The plural appears in NX, P, four cursives, the 
Vulgate, Armenian, and Ethiopic Versions, Arethas, Primasius, 
Haymo, and one manuscript of Andreas. The singular, how- 
ever, is the more strongly attested, and must be regarded as 
the true reading. (Compare xvii. 8.) 


xiii. 10. 
Rec. T. Et tis atyxpadrootav cvvéyet, els alxpadrootav tadye * — He 
that leadeth into captivity, shall go into captivity. 


Rev. T. ed tisels alxpadoctay, els alxpahooiay bmdye *— If any man 
is for captivity, into captivity he goeth. ; 


The received reading here is unsupported by any known 
Greek manuscript. Codex 33 omits the preposition before the 
first aiyyadwoiav, but reads érdye instead of ovvdye immedi- 
ately after; while 35, and one manuscript of Andreas give very 
nearly the same reading. The revised reading is that of A, 
three copies of the Vulgate, and a Slavonic manuscript, which 
of course is of comparatively recent date. The uncials, , B, 
C, P, and four of the best cursives, 28, 38, 79, 95, read simply 
et (though C has # here) tis eis aixpadwoiay imdye (B alone 
reading indyy). But, as far as we are aware, only Tregelles 
among modern editors ventures to accept this as the true read- 
ing. It is generally thought that the second aiyyodwoiar with 
its accompanying preposition is omitted in these manuscripts 
by homototeleuton ; which is possible, and by no means improb- 
able. ‘This is the position taken by nearly all modern editors. 
But why limit the omission to these two words? If, as there is 
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ground for believing, the original reading was ed tis ‘és alxpa- 
Awoiav cvvaye (Or draye, as several documents read), eis aixja- 
Awolay irdye, we see no reason why the absence of owvdye (or 
dwdyet) from the leading manuscripts may not be accounted 
for in this way just as well as that of the remaining two words. 
By restoring this word as well as the other two, and taking the 
verb as‘a present used de conatu as in John x. 32, xiii. 6, and 
elsewhere, we obtain this as the meaning of the clause: “If 
any one would lead (or would lead away) into captivity, into 
captivity he goeth”’; that is, as a necessary consequence. It 
will be observed that this reading obviates the necessity, which 
the Revisers found themselves under, of giving the preposition 
eis two different meanings in identical and close connections. 
The reading of A (adopted by the Revisers) seems to be this 
reading only partially restored. It is a significant fact that it 
is found in no other Greek manuscript. 

In the second clause of the verse, Westcott and Hort give the 
present dzoxrevet in the margin as a secondary and possibly 
genuine reading in place of the future doxrevel, “shall kill.” 
This present is attested by §, 28, 79, while B, 26, 87, though 
spelling the word as a future, accent it as a present, as if it were 
considered such by the scribes of those manuscripts. Taken 
as a present again used de conazu, it yields an excellent mean- 
ing: “If any one would kill with the sword, with the sword 
must he be killed.” And this, we are inclined to think, is the 
original reading. It puts this clause in harmony with the pre- 
ceding, and rakes the two yield not only an intelligible, but 
what seems to be in every respect a satisfactory sense: “If 
any one would lead into captivity, into captivity he goeth ; if 
any one would kill with the sword, with the sword must he be 
killed.” That is, if, in times of persecution and bloodshed, 
one would resist his oppressors, and seek to /ead them wth 
himself (or, would attempt to subdue them and carry them 
away) into captivity, he but places himself in a position to be 
-led into captivity; or if, in other words, he would take the 
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sword in hand to resist them, he must expect to perish by the 
sword. In meekly continuing to fulfil their duties as Chris- 
tians, and in calmly yielding if necessary rather than resisting 
when thus tried, the saints show their patience and the faith 
they have in God. “Here is the patience and the faith of the 


a ” 
saints. 


xiii. 15. 


Rec. T. %60y aire Sotvar mvedpa ry elkdve—he had power to give 
life unto the image. 

Rev. T, %60n airy Sotvar mvedpa. rq elkdve— it was given wunto him 
to give breath to it, eve to the image. 


The received reading is attested by &¥, B, P second hand, 
all the cursives, Hippolytus, Andreas, and Arethas ; the Revis- 
ers’, by A, C, P first hand. This reading seems to have been 
adopted, not because it is more strongly attested than the 
other, but because it is a more difficult reading, and probably 
the Revisers as a body could not withstand Dr. Hort’s argu- 
ments in its favor. Not another instance can be found in the 
Apocalypse in which the apostle uses this aorist passive (€600y) 
without giving also in close connection with it the dative denot- 
ing the receiver of the thing given. This shows the apostle’s 
manner of using the word; and we may safely infer from it 
how he expressed himself here. It is vain to think for a mo- 
ment that airy may denote the receiver but that the Revisers 
have mistaken the construction. The only true rendering for 
the words — “It was given # her [or, ¢o it] to give life to the 
image,’”’— is meaningless. There is nothing in the preced- 
ing context to which the word can possibly be referred as an 
antecedent, notwithstanding Dr. Hort’s vague surmisings con- © 
cerning the earth. It is scarcely possible that the apostle could 
have so far departed from his ordinary wsas oguendi as not only 
to omit giving the dative denoting the recipient, but to give in 
its place a word that is absolutely uncalled-for and purposeless. 
By turning to the context, we discover the probable origin of 
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this strange reading. We find that the careless copyist had 
just written 04), and the impression which the last letter of this 
word made on his mind led him, as he wrote the succeeding 
word, to finish this, too, with the same letter. Yet Dr. Hort 
says: “It is impossible either to account for the text [7.e. for 
airy | as a corruption of aird, or to interpret it as it stands.’’} 
Still, though a confessedly impossible reading, it must be admitted 
in the face of an appropriate and even better attested reading 
to be a part of the genuine text! Thus these blunders are intro- 
duced, one after another, under false principles, or rather 
under principles of criticism which within reasonable limits 
may be perfectly just and safe, but, when pressed to extremes, 
end in giving us spurious readings and gross absurdities. 


xiv. 13. 


Rec. T. 1a Sé pya atrav dxodovet — and their works do follow. 
Rev. T. Ta yap épya airav dxodov0et — for their works follow. 


The received reading here is attested by B, most of the 
cursives, Andreas, and Arethas ; while the older manuscripts &, 
A, C, P, four cursives, the Vulgate, the Syriac Version, Augus- 
tine, Primasius, and others support the revised reading. If we 
were left to be governed simply by documentary evidence, 
we should be compelled to adopt yap as the genuine reading. 
But this word has the suspicious appearance of being a gloss ; 
while the true meaning of the passage demands dé. The latter 
was apparently set aside in consequence of a misapprehension 
of the real import of the words, resulting from a false view of 
scriptural truth ; namely, that one’s good deeds are the ground 
or source of future blessedness : for the object of yap is evidently 
to introduce a reason for the blessedness of those who die in 
the Lord,—namely, because their works follow with them ; 
ze. as De Wette expresses it, “the memory of their deeds.” 








1See Select Readings, p. 138. 
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This virtually makes their future reward consist in their past 
works rather than in their continued faithfulness, obedience, 
and activity in the service of God. In contrast with this, the 
apostle was commanded to write, “ Blessed henceforth are the 
dead who die in the Lord ; yea, saith the Spirit, [who die] so 
as to rest from their labors ; but their works follow with them.” 
Their toils, their tears, their sorrows, their sufferings are over ; 
they vest from these. But their works of obedience, holy min- 
istry, love, and gratitude continue ; they follow, and flow from 
them continually. They that die in the Lord, so far from 
resting from these, are blest ; they cease not from their service 
or worship day or night. Rev. iv. 8; vii. 15. Their blessed- 
ness consists in part in cessation from toils and trouble, but 
mainly in the perfect service of God as his loyal, loving, 
redeemed subjects. 


meas: 
Rec. T. 6 Bacidrets trav ayiwv. — thou King of saints. 
Rey. T. 6 Bactdets tav aidvev. — thou King of the ages. 

The reading, ayiwv, of the Received Text, is virtually without 
support. The revised reading is attested by & first hand, C, 
two cursives, the Clementine Vulgate, a few copies of Jerome’s, 
the Syriac Version, Erpenius’ Arabic, the margin of Uscan’s 
Armenian, Haymo, and others. This is the title which the 
Apostle Paul assigns to God in 1 Tim. i. 17,—“the King 
eternal.” It is adopted by Westcott and Hort as the true 
reading here. And yet the marginal reading, 6 BaowWeds tev 
€0vav, “Thou King of nations,” which is adopted by Lachmann, 
Tregelles, Tischendorf, and placed by Westcott and Hort in the 
margin as a secondary reading, is more probably the original 
reading. It is well attested by %’s seventh-century correc- 
tor, A, B, P, nearly fifty cursives, the Memphitic, Ethiopic, 
and Armenian Versions, Andreas, Arethas, Cyprian, Ambrose, 
and Primasius. It harmonizes, also, with what follows: . . . 
“all nations shall come and worship before thee.” These vari- 


REVELATION. 319 


ations seem to be due to the partial obliteration of the original 
word in some early manuscript, in trying to restore which, one 
gave one word, another another. 


xv. 6. 


Rec. T. évSeSupévor Alvov KaSapdv Kal Aapapdv, — clothed in pure 
and white linen. 

Rev. T. évSeSupévor AiBov xalapdv Aapmpdv, — arrayed with precious 
stone, pure azd bright. 


The common reading Avov is supported by B, P, nearly all 
the cursives, the Clementine Vulgate, the Syriac and Armenian 
Versions, Andreas, Arethas, Primasius, and others. The Re- 
visers’ is the reading of A, C, three cursives and the margin of 
a fourth, and several manuscripts of the Vulgate. The Sinaitic 
Codex (not, as some suppose, on account of the difficulty pre- 
sented by A‘@ov, but because there are seven angels spoken of 
as “clothed”) gives the plural, xafapods Aivous, “clean linen 
garments,” — in which reading it is accompanied by the Mem- 
phitic Version. The Ethiopic Version and Erpenius’ Arabic are 
without any corresponding word. It is plain that Ad#ov, present- 
ing us with angels clothed in stone, is an impossible reading ; 
but the weight of the testimony in support of it is thought by 
some to be too great to be set aside. Hence, Lachmann, 
Westcott and Hort, and others adopt it. Tregelles does not 
venture to reject it, but accepts it hesitatingly. Tischen- 
dorf, Alford, and others, however, read Aivoy, with the Received 
Text. It is true that Xivov is nowhere else in the New Testa- 
ment used in the sense of linen. Aside from this passage, it is 
found only in Matt. xii. 20; and there it denotes the raw 
material, flax. But is “stone” mentioned in any other passage 
of the New Testament, or indeed in any other writing, as 
clothing material, even for human beings, to say nothing of 
angels? The Revisers virtually repudiate their own reading ; 
for, instead of faithfully translating it as it should be trans- 
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lated, “clothed in clean, bright stone,” they render it “ arrayed 
with precious stone, pure and bright,” interpolating the words 
“precious” and “and.” (The former word is a part of the 
text in xvii. 4, xviii. 12, 16, xxi. 19, and is employed with 
“stone” in speaking of ornaments and ornamentation.) Then, 
to give the word still more plausibility, the Revisers change the 
simple word “clothed” to the ambiguous vocable “ arrayed,” 
which includes the idea of decking and adorning as well as of 
clothing. (Compare Matt. vi. 29 ; Acts xii. 21 ; Rev. xvii. 4; 
xviii. 16. Also Rev. xi. 3, where “arrayed” would be altogether 
inappropriate.) The reading they have adoptcd finds no justi- 
fication in the Septuagint rendering of Ezek. xxviii. 13. The 
two cases are altogether different. The prophet refers to the 
manner in which the king and people of Tyre displayed their 
pride and ostentation. But the apostle is speaking of the dress 
of angels. There is no similarity between the characters, the 
circumstances, or the expressions employed in reference to 
them. In the one case, mention is made of the extravagant 
adornment of the person with all manner of costly stones: 
“With every precious stone (rav Aiov xpyorov) hast thou been 
attired, — with the sardius, the topaz, and the diamond, the 
beryl, the onyx, and the jasper,” etc., language that is nei- 
ther unnatural nor unreasonable. In the other, it is the 
material in which angels are clothed that is spoken of, which, 
according to this reading, is “ clean, bright stone,” — material 
seemingly altogether unsuitable for angels’ apparel. If noth- 
ing else convinced us that A/@ov was a transcriptional error, — 
probably the result of carrying the next word along with this 
in the mind at the time, — the combination “clean stone,” as 
clothing material, would be enough. The word “clean” is not 
only redundant, but an altogether unsuitable epithet for “ stone ” 
thus employed. 
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xvii. 3. 
Rec. T. @Onplov kéxkwvov, yépov cvopdrav Bracdyplas, —a scarlet- 


colored beast, full of names of blasphemy. 


Rev. T. Onpiov kéxkivov, yépovra cvopata Bdacdyplas, — a scarlet- 
colored beast, full of names of blasphemy. 


The reading ovopérev, of the Received Text, is but feebly sup- 
ported, being attested by only twelve or fifteen cursives, Hip- 
polytus, Andreas, and Arethas. That of the Revised Text, 
yepovra ovoyara, is attested possibly by §X first hand, A, 13, and 
19, certainly by P; while §§ as afterwards corrected, B, and 
twenty-five or thirty cursives read yeuoy ovopara; and three or 
four cursives read yéuwv ovoyata. The word with which yéuov 
(or yéuovra) is to be construed is the neuter @ypéoy just pre- 
ceding. And as the neuter éyoy follows immediately after, and 
belongs to the same neuter noun, it is better with Lachmann, 
Tregelles, Diisterdieck, and others, to take the yeuovra of &% 
and A as two words, yéuov ta. This gives three neuter adjuncts 
in succession limiting the neuter @ypiov,—a reading which is 
perfectly natural, and commends itself as genuine. It is by no 
means probable that the apostle wrote first a neuter adjective 
xoxktyoy, then a masculine, then a neuter again, as the Revised 
Text makes it appear that he wrote. The reading of Lach- 
mann and Tregelles, as far as yéwov is concerned, it will be 
observed, is that of & corrected, B, and twenty-five or more 
cursives ; but these witnesses all omit the article rd following. 
This article seems necessary to indicate a reference to the 
names of blasphemy mentioned in xiii. 1, where this beast first 
appears. If, however, the reading with three neuter adjuncts 
is not the original reading, we should say with Tischendorf that 
y{povra, . . . exovra is the true reading rather than yéuovra . . . 
Zxov, as the Revisers have it. In that case, the two masculine 
adjuncts would be accounted for on the principle mentioned in 
our note oniv. 7. But that the apostle, after having introduced 
the masculine adjective yéuovra, should return to a neuter 
adjunct in éyov is incredible. 
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xviii. 3. 
Rec. T. Stu ék rod olvov .. . mémake wavra Ta vy, — for all nations 
have drunk of the wine. 


Rev. T. tv ék rod olvov.. . wérrwxav wavra ra evn, —for by the 
wine ... all the nations are fallen. 


The received reading, réwxe, adopted by Lachmann, Tre- 
gelles, Tischendorf, and others, is attested by P, twenty-five or 
more cursives, the Vulgate, the Syriac, the Armenian, Hippoly- 
tus, Andreas, Arethas, Haymo, and others. The other reading 
rérruxay, is that of A, C, from ten to fifteen cursives, the Mem- 
phitic and Ethiopic Versions; while , B, read the regular 
third person plural wextwxacw instead of the Alexandrian. 
Four cursives read zemorixe “have become drunk,’ — taken 
probably from xiv. 8. The difference in spelling between 
rérwxay and rérrwxay is but slight, the one having a letter which 
the other is without. But the difference in meaning is greater. 
It is not because the weight of manuscript authority is in favor 
of the former that Tischendorf and others adopt it, but because 
internal evidence calls for it. On turning to xiv. 8, we find it 
said that Babylon has fallen because she has “ made all nations 
drink of the wine of the wrath of her fornication.” The same 
sacred penman would naturally say here, “ Babylon is fallen, 
because all nations have drunk of the wine of the wrath of her 
fornication.” However natural it might be to say, “‘ have fal- 
len from drunkenness,” one could scarcely say, “have fallen 
from wine.” The simple truth is that the revised reading is an 
erroneous one. It was unconsciously introduced by some early 
scribe in consequence of the impression made on his mind by 
the twice-used word érecey, “is fallen, is fallen,” in the preced- 
ing verse. Just so in John vii. 6, the scribe of B was betrayed by 
the preceding wdpeorw into writing this word for éoriy at the 
close of the verse, and, in giving John xiv. 16, the scribe of & 
wrote typycw, “I will keep,” for éowrjcw, “1 will ask,” because 
of the impression that rypycere, the last word of the preceding 
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verse, made on his mind. This is by no means an uncommon 
source of error in transcribing. The writer of these pages him- 
self many years ago, in transcribing a sentence from Macaulay, 
wrote it as follows: “The history of Charles V. is both a less 
valuable and a less interesting both than the Lives of the Poets.” 
A few years afterwards, on reverting to his manuscript, he 
observed the error, but could not correct it without turning to 
the volume from which he had taken the sentence. By going 
thither, however, he saw at once that the undue prominence 
given in his thoughts to the point he was aiming to illustrate 
had caused him unwittingly to write “both,” for “book.” So 
here ; the impression made by “has fallen, has fallen,” in verse 
2, on the copyist’s mind probably led him unconsciously to 
write “have fallen,” in place of “have drunk”; and the fact 
that the error comes down to us through our oldest extant man- 
uscripts makes it no less an error, and should have no weight in 
deciding upon the true reading. 


Xviii. 7. 


Rec. T. é86£acev éavtqv — she hath glorified herself. 
Rey. T. é6£acev avrfv —she glorified herself. 


The Revisers have here set aside the Greek reflexive, and 
substituted the personal pronoun, because the uncials, with 
the exception of § as written by its earlier seventh-century 
emendator, give the abbreviated spelling. If this is the true 
spelling of the word here, we insist, either that it should have 
the rough breathing, as Westcott and Hort give it, or that it be 
properly rendered “her,” and not as if it were the reflexive. 
To reject the Greek reflexive, and give the Greek personal 
pronoun for the purpose of preparing the way for a faithful 
English rendering, then mistranslate it as a reflexive, looks very 
much like revision work that is not merely unnecessary, but 
sadly in need of re-revision. 
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Xviii. 19. 


Rec. T. éxpatov — cried. 
Rev. T. éxpagfav — cried. 


The imperfect of the Received Text is adopted by Tischen- 
dorf, Diisterdieck, and others, both here and in verse 18. Here 
it is attested by &, B, P, all the cursives but one, and by Andreas 
and Arethas. It is similarly vouched for as the true reading in 
verse 18. The aorist of the Revised Text is attested by A, C, 
35, and Hippolytus. This is the form adopted by Lachmann 
and by Westcott and Hort. But the verb has the appearance 
of having been changed to the aorist to correspond in tense 
with @Badov, “they cast”; while the imperfect is apparently 
the original form, employed to denote an action contemporane- 
ous with that expressed by the preceding verb, while the “ cry- 
ing” denoted by it was also in all probability prolonged and 
repeated. All this would naturally require the imperfect, the 
form found in the Received Text. Nothing but a less probably 
genuine reading is gained by adopting the aorist. 


xix. 13. 


Rec. T. tpartov PeBappévov aipart*—a vesture dipped in blood. 
Rev. T. ipdriov pepavriopévov aipare*—a garment sprinkled with 
blood. 


The received reading BeBappevor is that of A, B, most of the 
cursives, three manuscripts of Andreas, and Arethas. The 
revised reading is that of P, 36; while four other cursives, 
Hippolytus, Origen, and one manuscript of Andreas read éfav- 
ticpéevov; and a late corrector of { gives zepipepavricpevov, 
which is adopted by Tischendorf ; and still others read épfapevov. 
The Latin versions and Fathers generally read aspersa, con- 
Spersa, or spersa ; but just what Greek word any one of these 
represents, it is impossible to say. The mere fact that the idea 
of a garment “ sprinkled” with blood appears in so many differ- 
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ent forms affords good reason for suspecting and rejecting the 
readings that embody it. The other reading, however, is unique 
and well attested. It is accepted, also, as the true reading by 
Lachmann, Tregelles, Diisterdieck, and modern editors and 
commentators generally, as far as we know. 


xx. 6. 


A marginal note says, “Some ancient authorities read the” ; 
z.e. “the thousand years,” as in verse 7, instead of “a thousand 
years,” as in verse 4, where the expression first appears in con- 
nection with these souls. The reading of the text, without the 
article, is attested by A, most of the cursives, the Armenian 
Version, Andreas, and Arethas. That of the margin, calling 
for the article, is supported by &, B, 14, 18, 38, 47, 92, and 
the Syriac Version. It is also what might be expected from the 
writer of the Apocalypse. In verse 2 of this chapter, in first 
giving the time during which he represents Satan as being 
bound, he says “a thousand years.” But, in referring to that 
period in the next verse, his words are “until “he thousand 
years” should be completed. So here, in first mentioning the 
time that the souls lived and reigned, the apostle says “a 
thousand years.” But in verses 5 and 7 the same time is 
referred to as “the thousand years.” It is hardly to be sup- 
posed that, as he employed the article just before and just 
after, in this connection, he would have omitted it here in 
speaking of the same period of time. In view of all the evi- 
dence presented to us, we should be disposed, with Tischendorf, 
Westcott and Hort, and others, to insert the article as clearly a 
part of the original text. 


XX. 9. 
Rec. T. Grd Tod Ocod &k Tod odpavod, — from God out of heaven. + 
Rev. T. _é« rod odpavod, — out of heaven. 

The Revisers reject. from the text the phrase “ from God,” 
then add the marginal note, “Some ancient authorities insert 
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from God.” The witnesses in support of the received reading 
are the early seventh-century corrector of , P, 7, and a num- 
ber of other cursives, the Vulgate, the Syriac Version, and 
Jerome ; as well as the three cursives, 1, 17, 19, and one manu- 
script of Andreas, which have do, “ from,” instead of ék, ‘out 
of,” heaven. The shorter reading of the Revisers’ Text is attested 
by A, three cursives, the three Leipsic Latin copies (4, 5, 6) 
of the Apocalypse, another manuscript of Andreas, Tichonius 
the Donatist once, and Primasius. This reading, however, 
appears to be a clipping down of the original, under the idea 
that the phrase “ from God” was superfluous in connection with 
the expression “out of heaven.” The Demidovian manuscript 
of the Vulgate, on the other hand, rejects ‘“ out of heaven,” and 
reads only, a Deo, “from God.” This manuscript of the twelfth 
century, as far as we are aware, is the only extant representa- 
tive of this old reading, which originated, like the Revisers’, in 
the supposition that the use of both expressions was pleonastic, 
—only it omits the latter instead of the former of the two 
phrases. The reading of B, twenty-five or more cursives, the 
Memphitic, the Thebaic, the Armenian, and Erpenius’ Arabic 
Version, the other two manuscripts of Andreas, Arethas, Vic- 
torinus, Augustine, and Tichonius in another place only indicates 
an early attempt to give the two phrases in the order found in 
xxi. 2, 10. Similar work of omission and of transposition of 
the terms to make them correspond with the reading here was 
attempted by some in xxi. 2, 10; but it was not followed to the 
same extent as it was in trying to bring this reading into con- 
formity with that. There can be but little if any doubt that 
the original reading embraces both phrases as given in the 
Received Text, while their collocation indicates that the reading 
was not borrowed from chapter xxi. The former expression 
represents the origin or source of the fire, as “from God” ; 


and the latter, the place whence it proceeded, —“ out of 
heaven.” 
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“Some ancient authorities omit, and be “heir God,” says the 
marginal note. That is, these two words are wanting in §¥, B, 
1, 7, 8, 29, 39, 92, and twenty-five or more cursives, the Mem- 
phitic, the Armenian, Erpenius’ Arabic Version, Irenzus, two 
manuscripts of Andreas, Arethas, Augustine, Primasius, and 
Haymo. Hence, Tischendorf rejects them, and Westcott and 
Hort consign them to the margin. But evidently they were 
early dropped as superfluous or inappropriate. So far, how- 
ever, from being really superfluous or inappropriate, they need 
to have a special stress laid upon them,— God himself will be 
with them as heir God, — denoting the intimately close, tender, 
hallowed and unchanging relation that is to subsist between 
him and them,—a relation even more tender and hallowed 
than the same phrase implies in the Old Testament in reference 
to the Israelites under Moses and his successors. A failure 
to recognize the true force of the term led to its omission 
from some early manuscript. But its genuineness is sufficiently 
attested by A, P, 79, and a number of other cursives, the Vul- 
gate, the Syriac Version, Irenzeus in another place, Ambrose, 
the other two manuscripts of Andreas, and Tichonius. 


xxii. 16. 


The Revisers have done well in leaving unchanged, and 
without any alternative marginal reading, the words émi rats 
éxkAnofas; and in translating them “ for the churches,’’ by 
which they have corrected the false rendering of Tyndale and 
fies kV — “im the churches.” The marginal note, “Gr. 
over,” might, however, much better have been omitted, as well 
as many other similar ones; for éri with the dative means 
“ for” sometimes, as truly as “over’’ at other times. Gries- 
bach and Westcott and Hort place éy, “in,” or “ among,” in 
their margins as a possibly genuine reading instead of ér/. ‘This 
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reading is found in A, four cursives, the Vulgate, Athanasius, 
and two. manuscripts of Andreas. But it has no claim to 
acceptance. It evidently arose from a misunderstanding of 
éri, and from perplexity in regard to the meaning of that prep- 
osition. Diisterdieck and others consider the true reading to 
be rats éxxAnotats, without any preposition, —a reading that 
is attested by seven or eight cursives, the Armenian Version, 
Arethas, and two other manuscripts of Andreas. But if this, 
which can mean only, “ for the churches,” had been the original 
reading, the other forms would never have been suggested, 
especially the form ézt tats éxxAnoias, which is attested by XX, 
B, most of the cursives, the Syriac Version, and one manuscript 
of Andreas. In the proper application of the rule that a diffi- 
cult reading is more likely to be genuine than an easy one, this 
is “ the harder reading” as compared with either of the other 
two. That the clause is correctly rendered, “I, Jesus, have sent 
mine angel to testify unto you these things for the churches,” 
z.é. on account of, or on behalf of, the churches, is evident 
from a reference to chapter i. 1, 4, 11. 


I. GENERAL INDEX. 


[The numbers i. and ii. denote the volume; the letter n. refers to the 
foot-notes.] 


Abbot, Ezra, LL.D., Critical Essays 
of, noted, ii. 12, 45 n.; quoted, ii. 
246. 

Abbreviations, incorrect reading of, 
i. 23, 356, ii. 164. 

“ Abiathar,” readings in connection 
with, i. 36. 

Address, use of direct versus indi- 
rect, i. 236, ii. 79. 

Agrippa, words of, ii. 131. 

Alford, Dean Henry, D.D., adher- 
ence of, to received readings, i. 
83, 91, 92, 95, 116, ii. 46, 90, 179, 
237, 245, 266, 270, 282, 319; re- 
ceived readings rejected by, i. 76, 
84, 319, 322, 326, 329, ii. 72, 165, 
234, 265, 296; quoted, i. 271. 


“ Amen,” genuineness of, consid- 


ered, ii. 220, 253. 

American Committee of N. T. Re- 
visers, adherence of, to 7extus 
Receptus, i. 143, 313, ii. 44, 66, 
147, 201, 214, 259, 264, 266, 291; 
marginal readings adopted into 
text by, ii. 33, 106, 265; marginal 
note omitted by, ii. 134; marginal 
readings suggested by, ii. 262, 296. 

Angel, troubling of water by, con- 
sidered, ii. 22. 

Anomalous Readings, i. 332, 350, 


ii. 15, 50, 74, 77, 123, 124, 127, 
174, 218, 228, 299, 300, 302, 313. 

Aorist (Luke vii. 11), i. 283; im- 
properly rejected, i. 341, 360, ii. 
hy eh Deby 

Apocalypse, carly treatment of, i. 
18; use of aorist in, ii. 316. 

Aquila, occupation of, ii. 118. 

Article, Greek, improperly omitted, 
i. 75, 143, 184, 213, ii. 14, 15, 
121, 206, 247, 274, 301, 325; in- 
troducing indirect interrogative 
clauses, i. 225, and n. 4; improp- 
erly inserted, i. 138, 194, 197, 
320, ii. 101, 116, 173, 231; with 
demonstrative pronoun, i. 350, il. 
15; falsely rendered, ii. 78; im- 
properly used in Septuagint, ii. 
94; improper form of, ii. 299. 

Augustine cited, i. 315, ii. 40. 

ayamrnrés (Luke ix. 35), i. 296. 

aypav, a false use of, i. 241. 

adeAgol, use of, i. 59, 98. 

del (Mark xv. 8), i. 250. 

dOgov (Matt. xxvii. 4), i. 161. 

ai, an omission of, considered, i. 305. 

Aityurros, always without the arti- 
cle, li. 94. 

dxove.v, omission of, i. 90, 98. 

axovoavres (Luke viii. 12), i. 287. 
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dxotcas (Mark v. 36), i. 196. 

axovoy, uncorrected, li. 247. 

duapriparos for xploews, consid- 
ered, i. 191. 

duaprhon (Matt. xviii. 15), i. 124. 

duplBdnorpov, omission of, consid- 
ered, i. 34. 

dpoorépwv (Acts xix. 16), il, 122; 
reference of, ii. 123. 

dvarrvtas (Luke iv. 17), i. 269. 

dvOpwmrov (Matt. ix. 32), i. 85. 

avOpdaw (Matt. xix. 3), i. 126. 

évoléas (Luke iv. 17), i. 269. 

amtyyayov (Luke xxiii. 33), i. 334 

dmwooré\der, a clerical error, illus- 
trated, i. 238 n. 

dpre (Matt. xxvi. 53), i. 160; (John 
i. 51), il. 15. 

apxal, a frequent use of, ii. 1538. 

abrots (Luke viii. 3), i. 286. 

airévy (Matt. xiv. 12), i. 
(Mark ix. 26), i. 228. 

airod, changed in B to avrods, i. 


102; 


- 22; (Matt. xii. 46), 1.97; (Mark | 


xiii. 27), i. 246; (Luke xix. 29), 
i. 321; a false reading for avrous, 
ii. 113. 

air@® (Mark viii. 20), i. 215; 
(Luke v. 5), i. 273; (Rev. xii. 
15), li. 316. 


“ Baptisms, the teaching of,” li. 259. 

Basle, Codex E (Gospels) in Public 
Library of, i. 9. 

Bede, the Venerable, cited, ii. 96, 
119. 

Bengel, J. A., prime canon of, noted 
and illustrated, i. 48, 235, ii. 180. 

“ Bethsaida” (Luke ix. 10), i. 295. 

Beza, Theodore, Codex D presented 
.to Cambridge by, i. 9. 
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Biblical facts, a knowledge of, nec- 
essary, 1. 4. 

Bloomfield, S. T., D.D., cited, i. 221. 

Bornemann, F. A., cited, il. III. 

Breathings, often misrepresented by 
copyists, ii. 45; generally omitted 
in the old Mss., ii. 63, 140, 290, 
304. 

British and Foreign Bible Society, 
London, Codex % in Library of, 
sage 

British Museum, London, Codex A 
in, i. 9; Codices G (Gospels), N 
in part, and R, in, i. Io. 

Broadus, J. A., D.D., on Mark 
xvi. 9-20, i. 254; quoted, ii. 73. 
Burgon, Dean J. W., on Mark xvi. 
9-20, i. 254; quoted, i. 255, 
256, ii. 40; headings in volume 
on Mark xvi. 9-20, cited, i. 


259 n. 
Burrus Afranius, ti. 139. 
Buttmann, Professor Alexander, 


cited, i. 42, 288 n., il. 49, 72, 
123, 146, 257, 259 n. 
Buttmann, Philip, cited, ii. 117. 
Bawrlfwy (Mark i. 4), i. 173- 
Bdéres (Mark viii. 23), i. 216. 
Bdnoels, unwarranted use of, i. 
332. 
BdnOG (Matt. v. 30), i. 66. 


Cambridge, Codex D in University 
Library, i. 9; F (Epistles) in 
Library of Trinity College, i. 10; 
Te in University Library, 1. 11. 

Changes, early made in one Gospel 
and not in another, i. 60. 

“Clauda,” i. 131. 

Claudius, Emperor, reign of, noted, 
ii, 139. 


NERAL INDEX. 


Clement V., Pope, decision of, at 
Council of Vienna, i. 165. 

Codices, account of, &, A, B, C, D, 
D (&pistles), E (Gospels), i. 9; 
E (Acts), E (Epistles), F (Gos- 
pels), F (Epistles), G (Gospels), 
G (Epistles), H (Gospels), H 
(Acts), H (Epistles), I, K (Gos- 
pels and Epistles), L (Gospels, 
Acts, and Epistles), M, N, P, Q, R, 
S, Dyeire;, T>, to Z P;A,0, Ass, 
WAS Sis 5530: 

Codex D, evidence respecting, i. 20; 
compared with-older Mss., 1. 20 
n.2; Latin version of, not always 

--in agreement with Greek text of, 
i. 57, 180, il. 259. 

Conflations. See “ Readings, Con- 
flate.”’ 

Constantinople, chief seat of tran- 
scribers, i. 19. 

Constructio ad sensum, examples of, 

. li. 213, 223, 239, 302, 303. 

Copyists, errors of, noted, i. 84, 99, 
ii. 93; illustrated, ii. 82, 83 n. 1, 

' 208 n., 235, 316; ignorance of, 
illustrated, ii. 301. 

Cornelius, fasting of, ii. 99. 

Cowper, William, quoted, is 2350 

Criticism. See “Textual Criticism.” 

Cyril of Alexandria quoted, ii. 53. 


Damascus, disciples at, not Paul’s, 
li. 96. 

Dative, a common N. T. use of, it. 
E12; 

Davidson, Dr. Samuel, on internal 
evidence, i. 53- 

De conatu, verbs used, ii. 315. 

Demonstrative pronoun and article, 


i. 350, li. 15. 
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De Wette, W.M.L., opinion of, i. 
225, ii. 308; quoted, ii. 317. 

Diatessaron, Tatian’s, omissions 
adopted from, i. 165, 334, 339. 

Digamma, as a symbol, i. 356, 358; 
often mistaken for gamma, i. 357, 
358. 

Dionysius, Bishop of Corinth, re- 
specting early corrupters of the 
textot a7. 

Documents commonly deemed most 
trustworthy, i. 24; their charac- 
ter illustrated, i. 25-32, 33-44. 

Doxology, authorities, fro and con, 
i. 68; appropriateness of, i. 71. 

Dresden, Codex G (Epistles), in 
Royal Library of, i. 10. 

Dublin, Codex Z in Library of Trin- 
ity College, i. 11. 

Dusterdieck, Dr. Friedrich, conjec- 
ture of, ii. 299; readings adopted 
by, ii. 310, 321, 324; opinion of, 
Mies 2 7. 

Dwight, President Timothy, D.D., 
quoted, i. 234, 359- 

56, i. 326, ii. 60, 80, 124, 180, 206, 
317. 


| dedre (Luke xx. D4), 12322: 


Sevreporpirw (Luke vi. 1), force 
of, i. 278. 

diacdpnoov (Matt. xiii. 36), i. 00. 

duvdpers (Rom. viii. 38), i. 23; proper 
place of, ii. 158. 

dveBdoraxra (Matt. xxiii. 4), i. 
147. 


Edwards, Principal T. C., quoted, 
ii. 149 n. I, 180. 

Egypt, Codex B referred to, i. 9. 

Elijah (Luke ix. 54), i. 298. 

Ellicott, Bishop C. J., on omissions 
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in Codex B, i. 66; reading of Gal. 
vi. 2 by, ii. 209. 

Epaphras, character of, ii. 221. 

Epistles, early treatment of, i. 18. 

Eusebius, omission by, in quoting 
Matt. iv. 24, i. 62; a false read- 
ing in, i. 67; on Mark xvi. 9-20, 
i. 256. 

Eve, relation of, to Adam, ii. 216. 

éfnoe (Luke xv. 32), a false reading, 
i. 316. 

elk) (Matt. v. 22), i. 65. 

eis, use of, in Mark i. 21, noted, i. 
35; various readings from mis- 
apprehensions concerning, i. 84; 
improper omission of, ii. 88, 130; 
transcriptional error for el, ii. 

» 267; meaning of, in 1 Pet. iii. 21, 
li. 279. 

els ge (Luke xvii. 3), i. 317. 

et re (Matt. xviii. 28), i. 125. 

elxav and éxovor for €xouev (Mark 
viii. 16), i. 213. 

éxe? (Mark i. ¥3),i. 175. 

éxXelrovros (Luke xxiii. 45), i. 340. 

Expake (Matt. xiv. 30), i. 104. 

éNGety (Matt. xiv. 29), i. 103. 

éudv (Luke xvi. 12), i. 316. 

év (Luke iv. 1), i. 267; (Luke 
xxiii. 42), i. 339; (Acts xi. 23), ii. 
102, 

éva (Luke xii. 25), i. 306, 

év Epéow (Eph.i. 1), ii. 211. 

évds aluatos (Acts xvii. 26), ii. 118. 

€& ‘Iepovoadhm (Acts xii. 25), ii. 
104. 

érepdérnua, meaning of, ii, 279. 

Epywv for rex var, i. QI. 

Zpnuos (Matt. xxiii. 38), i. I5I; 
(Luke xiii. 35), i. 309. 

ére (Mark viii. 17), i 214; (Rom. 
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v. 6), ii. 151; (1 Tim. vi. 7); ii. 
244. 

evdvs (Mark i. 23), i. 177; (Mark 
ii, 2), i. 180; (Mark vii. 35), i. 
212. 

éxere (Matt. xvi, 8), i. 115. 

éxwuev (Rom. v. 1), ii. 147. 

éws, a common use Of, ii. 102. 

H éxetvos (Luke xviii. 14), i. 318. 

Oe (Mark i. 39), i. 178. 

nuépg (Matt. xxiv. 42), i. 155. 

juerepov (Luke xvi. 12), i. 316. 

quay (John xix. 7), ii. 78. 

nv (Rom. xiv. 22), ii. 170. 

fre (John viii. 39), ii. 43. 

nyaro (Luke viii. 45), what im- 
plied by position of, i. 292. 


False readings, why, in Revisers’ 
Text, ii. 3; how perpetuated in 
ancient documents, ii. 219. 

“ Farewell” (Acts xxiii. 30), ii. 127. 

Farrar, Archdeacon F. W., D.D., 
quoted, i. 47. 

“Fathers of the Church,” com- 
plaints of, i.17; Latin texts used 
by, i. 19; African and Western, 
use of inferior Mss. by, i. 20; an 
interpretation of, ii. 291; words 
employed by, ii. 324. 

Ferrar’s group of cursive Mss., i. 
34; representing a lost uncial, 
i. 120. 


Gamaliel, real utterance and mean- 
ing of, ii. 92. 

“ Gennesaret,” blind use of, i. 106; 
use of, elsewhere, i. 107, 201. 

“ Gergesenes”” and kindred names 
examined, i. 76, 288; testimony 
of Mss., i. 76. 
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Gnostics, early corrupters of the 
text; Ay: 

Greek text, a form of, unsupported 
by Mss., i. 88; present state of, 
of N. T., ii. 7; a fourth-century, 
of the N. T., ii. 8; errors in, yet 
to be discovered, ii. 8; the true, 
of the N. T. in no one ancient 
document, ii. 9. 

Greek Texts, common name for, i. 
15; after the fifth century, i. 16; 
worst corruptions of, when, i. 17; 
nature of errors in, i. 22. 

Gregory of Nyssa, misquotation 
from, noted, i. 256. 

Griesbach, J. J., his leading canon 
of textual criticism, i. 51; mis- 
application of, i. 60; readings 
adopted by, i. 77, 330, li. 69, 224, 
245, 327; use of false text by, 
i. 171. 

TadtrAalas, as a “Western” read- 
ing, examined, i. 270. 

dp, omission of, considered, i, 210, 
320, ii. 143; position of, consid- 
ered, i. 279, 325; spurious use of, 
i. 158, 303, ii. 317; falsely fol- 


lowed by 871, ii. 202; not to be | 


supplanted by 6¢, ii. 206. 
vyevéoOar (Acts xxvi. 28), ii, 131. 
vyevouevos (Luke x. 32), i. 300. 
yvouh (Acts xx. 3), ll. 124. 


Hackett, H. B., D.D., quoted, ii. 108. 

Hamburg, Codex H (Gospels) at, 
i. 10. 

Hammond, C. E., on Textual Criti- 
cism, i. 254; quoted, i. 257. 

Haymo, Bishop of Halberstadt, a 
reading of, ii. 311. 

Hearing ears, i. 99. 
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Hebraisms cited, i. 109, 141, 184, 
205; 267; 323, easy 

Helvidius denies the perpetual vir- 
ginity of Mary, i. 58. 

Heresies, Irenzeus against, i. 17, 18. 

Heretics, work of, in corrupting the 
text, j. 17. 

Hesychius, the grammarian, cited, 
i, 358. 

Homoioteleuta, defined, i. §, 22; 
examples of, i. 27, 352, ii. 113, 
144, 158, 179, 207, 208, 281, 300, 
313, 314. 

Hort, F. J. A., D.D., later texts, how 
designated by, i. 16; testimony 
of, respecting early textual cor- 
ruptions, i. 17; statement of, 
considered, i. 17 n.; on the office 
of textual criticism, i. 46; on early 
modifications of the Greek text, i. 
61; quoted, i. 331, 332; il. 5, 6, 
35, II, 128, 144, 145, 152, 154, 
189, 200, 259, 278, 317; opinion 
of, noted, i. 154, 242, ll. 244, 3175 
argument of, for false readings, 
i. 290, ii. 264. 

Hour of Christ’s crucifixion consid- 
ered, i. 353- 

Hovey, Alvah, D.D., quoted, i. 359. 

Hug on origin of Codex B, i. 9; on 
Mark xvi. 9-20, i. 257. 

Humphry, W. G., B.D., opinion of, 
on Ms. authority for Matt. i, 25, 
i, 60; comments of, i, 222, 225, 
ii. 108, 150, 162, 199, 205, 226. 


Internal evidence, principles of, 
i. 48. 

Interrogative versus indefinite pro- 
noun, ii. 256. 

“In thy name,” ii. 75. 
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Jota subscript, earliest use of, in N. 
T. Mss., ii. 305. 

Irenzeus, complaint of, i. 17, 18; 
differences in texts noted by, i. 
17; use of inferior Mss. by, i. 
20; a reading defended by, ii. 
216; error adopted by, ii, 313. 

“Iscariot,” a surname of whom? ii. 
30. 

Itacisth, defined, i. 22; illustrated, 
i. 40, 90, 316, li. 48, 149, 149 n. 
I, 2, 169, 195, 271, 284. 

t, often written e in the old Mss., 
li. 67, 275. 

iadjrw (Luke vii. 7), i. 74. 

idlq (Acts i. 19), ii. 81. 

idov (James iii. 3), ii. 275. 

idmv (Matt. ix. 4), 1. 82. 

icxupdév (Matt. xiv. 30), i. 105. 


Jerome, complaint of, i. 18; a be- 
liever in the perpetual virginity, 
i, 58; readings adopted by, i. 58, 
173, ii. 41; comment of, on 
Matt. xi. 19, i. 92; an opinion 
of, i. 172; translations of, noted, i. 
256, ii. 189; quoted, i. 277, 358. 

John the Evangelist, invariable 
formula of, ii. 19; use of con- 
nectives a peculiarity of, ii. 60; 
certain uses of language by, noted, 
li. 285, 286, 288, 302; versus the 
Revisers’ Text, ii. 311, 316. 

“Jona” and “ John” distinct names, 
bb, tek ; 

Joseph, words of the angel to, i. 
59; the father of other children 
of Mary, i. 60. 

“ Joseph,” misapplied by the Revis- 
ers, i. 101; and “ Joses,’’ distinct 
names, i, 101. 
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Josephus, quoted, i. 310, ii. 108. > 

Judas, objection raised by, ii. 55. 

Jude, reading of verse 22 consid- 
ered, ii. 294. 

Justin Martyr, readings from, i. 37, 
87, 280. 


Kendrick, A. C.,°D.D., quoted, ii. 
40, 55- ‘ 

Kabapl{wy (Mark vii. 19), construc- 
tion of, i. 204. 

xal, Hebraistic use of, i, 30, 109, 
184, 203, 265, 267, 301; improper 
omission of, i. 109, 144, 247, 267, 
278, ii. 249; improper reten- 
tion of, i. 173. 

kal vnorelag, on the omission of 
(Mark ix. 29), i. 228. 

kat m@s (Mark ix. 12), i. 223. 

kaTaBadndopevor, meaning of (Heb. 
Vi. 1), 208. 

xarérecev (Luke viii. 6), i. 287. 

katicxvev, Luke’s use of, i. 327. 

kavxnots, use of, considered, 11. 173. 

Kogpov, on the omission of (Matt. 
xiii. 35), 1. 100. 

xpdéas (Mark ix. 26), i. 228; (Mark 
XV. 39), i. 252. 

kuplw, abbreviated form of, noted, 
ii, 164. 


Lachmann, Carl, adherence to re- 
ceived readings by, i. 37, 38, 91, 
92, 103, 127, 152, 188, 198, 216, 
220, 233, 262, 270, 277, 284, 287, 
313, 310; 322, 327, 3295. 330s. 
17, 18, 20, 37, 44, 46, 54, 59, 66, 
69, 77; 80, 81, 165, 179, 206, 207, 
237, 245, 266, 270, 306, 321, 324; 
rejection of received readings by, 


i. 37, 56, 66, 69, 74, 77, 83, 85, 
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95, 96, 108, 113 n., 116, 122, 151, 


IQI, 214, 246, 288, 319, ii. 142, 
186, 189, 190, 209, 213, 224, 234, 
235, 255, 202, 282, 296, 302, 304, 
318, 319, 324; inconsistency of, 
i, 96; false construction by, ii. 
180, 

Laodiceans, Epistle to the, ii, 212. 
Laud, Archbishop William, Codex 
Laudianus (E Acts) presented 
by, to Oxford University, i. 10. 
Lectionaries, a false reading due to, 
pee 

Lightfoot, J. B., D.D., adherence 
of, to certain readings of the Re- 
ceived Text, ii. 206, 207. 

Lucian, Presbyter of Alexandria, re- 
ferred to, i. 18. 

Luke, Curetonian Syriac reading of 
(xxiii. 43), i. 22; misrepresented 
by scribes, i. 285, ii. 101; promi- 
nent thought of, considered, i. 
286; style of, illustrated, i. 301, 
ii. 97; words of, perverted, ii. 83; 
use of Greek by, ii. 88, 124. 
r€vere, construction of (Matt. xv. 
3; Mark vii. 12), i. 109. 

NMOov (Rev. xv. 6), ii. 319. 


Macaulay, T. B., error in quoting, 


noted, ii. 322. 

Magdala, how transformed into 
Magadan, i. 113; parallel cases 
cited, i. 113 n. 

Mai, Cardinal Angelo, extracts by, 
from the Speculum, ii. 155 n. 1. 
Ms., the oldest Greek, a reading 
found only in, i. 22. 

Mss., methods of copyists of, com- 
pared, i. 16; later, compared with 
and corrected by older texts, i. 


19; earliest date of, of the Old 
Latin Version, i. 19; character of, 
in second century, i. 19; two old- 
est Greek, i. 19; earliest Greek, 
not necessarily the best, i. 20; 
how to use, i. 21, 45; earliest, 
contain early corruptions, i. 21; 
additions in early, i. 33; omissions 
in early, i. 34 (see also “ Omis- 
sions”); many errors of, from 
second and third centuries, i. 36; 
modifications in early, i. 39; sub- 
stitutions in early, i. 41; more or 
less vitiated, i. 45; often at vari- 
ance, i. 45, ii, 155; cause of the 
preservation of, i. 45; untrust- 
worthiness of early, illustrated, i. 
55, 76, 84, 92, 107, 113 and n., 
129, 139, 144, 152, 163, 186, 191, 
196, 198, 200, 209, 220, 223, 224, 
230, 238, 263, 270, 277, 282, 295, 
298, 305, 311, 3195 325» 332s 346, 
349» 357> 360, ii. 33, 36, 43> 45, 
50, 55, 61, 69, 73, 83 n., 87, 107, 
110, 113, 119, 122, 128, 145, 147, 
149 n. I and 2, 158, 169, 175, 
180, 186, 190, 194, 200, 211, 215, 
218, 222, 225, 227, 234, 230, 240, 
244, 249, 255, 258, 263, 265, 267, 
272, 275, 278, 282, 289, 301, 309, 
313, 314, 319, 322; early collec- 
tions of, few and costly, i. 61; 
confusion and variations of, noted, 
i. 83, 96, ii. 50; Greek, against 
revised reading noted, i. 88; a 
reading of the two oldest, noted, 
i, 88; authority of, insufficient, i. 
309, ii. 129; later, disregarded by 
the Revisers, ii. 5; the earliest, 
without accents and breathings, 


ii, 63, 140, 290, 304. 
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Marginal notes, needless, i. 56, 62, 
66, 67, 74, 82, 83, 98, 122, 161, 
163, 171, 179, 188, 197, 231, 232, 
249, 316, 335, ii. 152, 161, 160, 
172, 211, 235; harmful, i. 68; ii. 
171; misleading, i. 95, 128, 303, 
ii, 254; improper, i. 252; omitted 
by American Revisers, ii. 134. 

Marginal reading, unsupported by 
Greek Mss., i. 56; conflate, i. 188; 
of John v. 3, 4, considered, ii. 21. 

Marginal readings, false, i. 56, 96, 
102, 117, 162, 199, 213, 270, 299, 
303, 310, li. 12, 103, 137, 174; 
genuine, i. 64, 82, 83, 90, 95, 98, 
100, 115, 128, 132, 151, 164, 172, 
178, 207, 231, 232, 246, 249, 289, 
290, 293, 297, 298, 329, 330, 334, 
344, li. 17, 20, 21, 33, 44, 95, 105, 
113, 138, 150, 154, 211, 227, 234, 
265, 282, 313, 326; emendations, 
i. 67, 74, 103, 122, 123, 124, 127, 
162, 170, 181, 197, 202, 299, 302, 
339, ii. 11, 19, 27, 86, 102, 137, 
152,157, 161, 222, 237, 239, 254, 
277, 298, 326; probably genuine, 
i, 72, 110, 203, ii. 127, 196, 260; 
not internally sustained, i. 314, ii. 
194, 246; transcriptional errors, 
i. 163, 178, 231, 312, 316; ii. 26, 
48, 50, 98, 126, 133, 134, 136, 
164, 188, 190, 191, 222, 235, 253. 

Mark, Gospel of, five Mss. of, well 
preserved, i. 24 n. 2; readings 
from, peculiar to Sinaitic Codex, 
i. 25, 26; readings from, peculiar 
to Codex A, i. 26; readings from, 
peculiar to Codex B, i. 27, 28; 
readings from, peculiar to Codex 
C, i. 28, 29; chapter vii. of, want- 
ing in Codex C, i. 28; chapter 
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xvi. of, in full in Codex €, i. 28; 
readings from, peculiar to Codex 
D, i. 29; readings from, peculiar 
to Codex L, i. 30; Curetonian 
Syriac Version defective in, i. 
30; readings from, by various 
ancient documents, i. 33-44; the 
evangelist, a Jew, i. 172; in har- 
mony with Matthew, i. 174; xvi. 
9-20, testimony in support of, i. 
256; misrepresented by copyists, 
i. 353, 360; apparently not in 
harmony with John, i. 353, 359; 
on the hour of the crucifixion, i. 
356; xv. 25, true reading of, i. 
358; xvi. 2, true reading of, i. 
360, 361. 

Mary, perpetual virginity of, referred 
to, i. 58; other children of, i. 59; 
prophecy concerning, i. 59. 

Mary the Magdalene, when at the 
sepulchre, i. 359. 

Matthzi, C. F., a false reading of, 
il, 171; a genuine reading adopted 
by, ii. 265. 

Matthew, Gospel of, peculiar read- 
ings from, in the Curetonian 
Syriac Version, i. 30-32; Hebrew 
Gospel of, ii. 13. 

Meyer, H. A. W., opinion of, i. 225, 
ii. 185; quoted, ii. 122, 152, 167; 
readings adopted by, ii. 165, 167; 
cited, ii. 252. 

Modena, Codex H (Acts) in Grand 
Ducal Library, i. ro. 

Moscow, Codex K (Epistles) at, 
i. 10; V (Gospels) at, i. 11. 

Moses, improperly quoted, ii. 161. 

Munich, Codex X in University 
Library, i. 11. 

Mayaddy, i, 112, 
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papripiov (1 Cor. ii. 1), considered, 
ii. 178. 

év, improperly omitted, i. 174. 

pj, omission of, considered, ii. 225. 

pndéva, false use of, noted, i. 281. 

od, improper omission of, ii. 41. 


Naasenus, misquotation by, i. 72. 

Name, my, thy, his, etc., import of, 
ps 

New Testament, differences between 
earlier and later Mss. of, consid- 
ered, i. 16; method of copying 
Mss. of, i. 16; depravations of, 
i. 17; copies of, early tampered 
with, i. 17; date of the worst 
corruptions of, i. 17, 195 various 
readings of, referred to, i. 19; 
views of critics of, i. 20; value of 
oldest Mss. of, considered, i. 20; 
as to the genuine text of, 1-421, 
ii. 7, 93 when readings of Mss. 
of, may be set aside, i. 213 ) pur- 
pose of the writings of, a2; 
parallel readings of, frequently 
altered, i. 23; documents gener- 
ally relied on for the text of, 
i, 24; character of the ancient 
documents of, i. 24; an anoma- 
lous Greek form in, i. 42; views 
of early editors of, i. 45; disagree- 
ment of oldest Mss. of, 1. 45; con- 
flicting use of general principles 
of criticism by editors of, i. 48; 
books of, originally separate, i. 
61; the canon of, slowly and 
progressively made, i, 61; source 
of false readings in, i. 87; Greek, 
first written in uncials, i. 93. 

Nominative absolute, rare use of, 
ii, 123, 124. 
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vexp& (James ii. 20), ii. 273. 
vexpol, Paul’s use of, considered, ii. 
231. 


Omission, examples of, in early 
Mss., i. 34-39, 58, 61, 64, 65, 68, 
81, 85, 90, 98, 104, 109, 110, III, 
112, 115, 116, 119, F21, 123, 124, 
125, 126, 127, 132, 133, 134, 135, 
140, 143, 144, 145, 147, 148, 150, 
151, 153, 156, 164, 168, 169, 170, 
175, 176, 178, 180, 187, 188, 202, 
203, 207, 210, 212, 213, 214, 216, 
22A, 227, 228, 231, 232, 244, 245, 
246, 247, 248, 249, 250, 251, 252, 
253, 265, 267, 268, 272, 275, 276, 
278, 288, 289, 290, 291, 293, 297, 
298, 301, 306, 307, 308, 312, 313, 
317) 321, 322, 328, 330 334, 337) 
345, 349 351, ii, 14, 15, 16, 175 
19, 20, 21, 26, 27, 33, 38) 3% 41, 
49, 51, 52) 59, 60, 62, 76, 78, 81, 
85, 88, 89, 92, 95, 98, 99, 102, 
III, 113, 117, 120, 121, 125, 126, 
130, 135, 138, 142, 143, 145, 15% 
152, 156, 160, 162, 167, 179, 181, 
187, 196, 199, 206, 207, 208, 210, 
211, 214, 215, 220, 224, 225, 227, 
230, 234, 242, 245, 249, 253, 269, 
270, 272, 274, 280, 285, 286, 297, 
300, 302, 303» 313, 314 325» 326. 

Origen, complaints of, 4) 7175 193 
testimony of, i. 79, 88, 100, IOI, 





246, ii. 54; quoted, i. 340, ii, 118; 
misquotation from, noted, ii. II n.; 
rendering of a Hebrew verb by, 
ii. 106. 

Orosius, quoted, 1. 285. 

Oxford, Codex E (Acts) presented 
to University of, by Abp. Laud, 
i. 10; Codex I’ in part, and Co- 
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dex A, in Bodleian Library at, 
i. II. 

6 Barrlfwy without cal (Mark i. 4), 
the true reading, i. 21, 173. 

6 yevynOels, unwarranted use of, ii. 
292. 

6 eds, improperly set aside, ii. 166. 

of d&vOpwroe (Luke ii. 15), why 
omitted, i. 265. 

oi dofA\o, improper omission of, i. 
S07 

6 KUpwos, improper omission of, i. 
170, ii. 272. 

édvyoricrlav, improper use of, con- 
sidered, i. 120. 

8dov, Matthew’s use of, i. 135. 

O... petfov (John x. 29), ii. 50. 

6 povoyervys, use of, referred to, ii. 
292. 

ouod (Acts ii. 1), ii. 82. 

évos (Luke xiv. 5), i. 310. 

8pyfepuevos, meaning of, examined, 
i. 64. 

dper (Heb. xii. 18), ii. 269. 

és (Eph. i. 14), ii. 213; (Col. i. 
27), ii. 223; (1 Tim. iii. 16), ii. 
240; (Rev. xiii. 14), ii. 303. 

8ri, as a sign of quotation, ii. 202; 
(1 Tim. vi. 7), ii. 244. 

od (Acts y. 28), ii. 89; (Rom. iv. 
19), ii. 145; (Phil. iii. 13), ii. 219. 

ovkért (Luke xxii. 16), i. 328. 

ody, li. 51, 59. 

otrw (John vii. 8), ii. 33; (Phil. iii. 
13), ii. 219. 

6 bgt (John vii. 42), ii. 37. 

ra} (Rom. xvi. 27), ii. 174; (1 Pet. 
lii. 21), ii. 278. 

@5e (Matt. xxvi. 53), i. 160; (Mark 
ix. 1), i, 219; (Luke xv. £7) 1. 
314; (1 Cor. iv. 2), ii. 180, 
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ws (Acts xvii. 14), significance of, 
ii. 117. 
woel, Luke’s use of, ii. 97. 


Paris, National Library of, Codices 
C and D (Epistles) in, i. 9; Co- 
dices K (Gospels), L (Gospels), 
M (Gospels) in, i. 10, 

Patristic writings, early date of, i. 17. 

Paul, occupation of, ii. 118; use of 
language by, li. 140, 163, 164, - 
173, 202, 210, 212, 241, 244, 249; 
style of, ii. 168, 170, 177; not 
illogical, ii. 166, 204; versus copy- 
ists and Revisers’ Feadines, ii, 
148, 212, 215, 218. 

Peshito Syriac Version, resemblance 
of, in peculiar readings, to oldest 
Mss., i. 19; one of a few wit- 
nesses to a genuine reading, i. 22; 
glosses frequent in, ii. 166. 

Philippi, a place of prayer near, ii. 
II5. 

Pilate, use of “righteous” by, i. 162; 
question of, i. 251; Christ brought 
before, i. 355; Christ delivered 
by, to be crucified, when, i. 356. 

Proper names, spelling of, i. 51, 75, 
112, 

Psalms i. and ii., reference to, ii. 
107. 

maddy (Mark xi. 3), i. 239; (Heb. 
vi. I), ii. 261. 

mwdvra (Luke xiv. 17), i. 312. 

mwas (Luke xvi. 18), i. 317. 

motor, without the article (Matt. 
xiv. 22), i. 104. 

movety, used to save repetition of 
other verbs, i. 199, ii. 131. 

movetre (Matt. xxi. 13), insufficiently 
attested, i. 137. 
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_ movfjoat (Acts xxvi. 28), a genuine 
reading, ii. 130. 

mowjowuev (Matt. xvii. 4), i. 118. 

mov (John y. 3), ii. 21. 

mpos interchanged with eis, i. 85. 

mp@rov, omission of (Matt. xvii. 
II), i. 119. 

mT Gua (Matt. xiv. 12), i. 102; for 
o@pa (Mark xv. 45), i. 253, 

m@s (Mark ix. 12), i. 223. 

ppacov (Matt. xiii. 36), i. 100. 

pwr, use of (Rev. vi. 1), ii. 304. 

pwrijs (Matt. xxiv. 31), i. 151. 


Reading, a form of, unsupported by 
Ms. authority, i. 88; original, 
probably lost, i. 159, 200, 223, 
319, ii. 244; true, of Mark ix. 12 
considered, i. 222; probably gen- 
uine, supported by a single Greek 
Ms., ii. 110, 260, 315. 

Readings, peculiar to single docu- 
ments, value of, i. 32; evidence 
respecting, to be duly weighed, i. 
53; conflate, defined and illus- 
trated, i. 171, 175, 188, ii. 87, 
222; Revisers’, adopted by vote, 
ii. 3; preference given by the 
Revisers to, of oldest Mss., ii. 4; 
“Alexandrian,” “ Syrian,” “ West- 
ern,” ii. 5; various, in Rev. xv. 
3, noted, ii. 318. 

Relative, Greek, questionable form 
of, i. 96; uses of, noted, i. 125, ii. 
74, 213, 223; questionable uses 
of, ii. 74, 77, 170, 175- 

Rendering of Hebrew verb (Deut. 
i. 31), cited, ii, 106. 

Revised Version, Preface of, quoted 
from, i. 63, 242, ii. 16. 

Revisers, inconsistency of, i. 38, 96, 
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ii. 14, 63, 121, 123, 127, 135, 140, 
186, 306, 307, 323; incorrect ren- 
derings of, i. 55, 106, 143, 201, 
204, 237, 262, 304, 320, 340, 343, 
349, ll. 41, 42, 47, 78, 84, 88, 121, 
126, 127, 145, 153, 186, 194, 219, 
225, 227, 241, 269, 276, 299, 300, 
304, 316, 323; not textual critics, 
ii. 3; failure of, to make a needed 
correction, ii. 71. 

Revisers’ Greek Text, defined, i. 15; 
plea in behalf of alterations found 
in, i. 15; unwarranted omissions 
in, i. 34, 97, 156, 168, 227, 244, 
253, 330, ii. 28, 38, 62, 92, 111, 
113, 162, 304; inconsistent with 
English version, i. 37, 143, 238, 
343, li. 82 n. 2, 316; not identical 
with Westcott and Hort’s, i. 48; 
needless changes in, i. 55, 63, 83, 
85, 97, 126, 133, 140, 141, 159, 
247, 265, 274, 280, 286, 288, 289, 
307,332, 341, U1. 16, 17, 37,63, 
65, 80, 130, 135, 140, 151, 186, 
192, 202, 206, 223, 230, 231, 253, 
268, 272, 274, 299, 307, 323; false 
or questionable readings of, con- 
sidered, i. 84, 86, 109, 143, 153, 
157, 171, 182, 184, 186, 189, 195, 
198, 199, 216, 219, 224, 228, 234, 
237, 240, 242, 249, 251, 262, 266, 
267, 276, 281, 284, 285, 294, 304, 
325, 340, 348, 349, 360, ii. 46, 53, 
57, 64, 73, 76, 82, 86, 101, 162, 
228, 243, 257, 263, 266, 299, 307, 
311, 316, 319, 321, 325; anti- 
Johannean readings of, ii. 15, 79, 
284, 285, 288; false construction 
in, ii. 84; omission of Acts viii. 
37 and xv. 34 in, considered, ii. 
95, 113; readings of, supported 


340 


by a single Greek Ms., il. 115, 
300, 303, 313, 314; reading of 
Rey. xiii. 1 and 10 in, considered, 
ii, 311, 314. 

Riddle, M. B., D.D., quoted, i. 242. 

Roberts, Alexander, D.D., on simi- 
larities and diversities of readings 
in the Gospels, i. 73; opinion of, 
i, 225, 226; answered by Dean 
Burgon, i. 256; quoted, ii. 258. 

Rome, Codices L (Acts and Epis- 
tles), N in part, S (Gospels), and 


T, at, i. 10; Codices T¢ and Y 


at, i. 11; Christians of, referred 
to, ii. 165. 

Rossano, Codex 2 in Archbishop’s 
Library at, i. 11. 

pjwaros, a Hebraistic use of, i. 323. 

pverat (2 Cor. i. 10), ii. 192. 


Sabbath, words spoken with refer- 
ence to, i. 310, ii. 46. 

Sceva, sons of, worsted, ii. 123. 

Schaefer, critical note by, i. 192 n. 

Schaff, Philip, D.D., opinion of, i. 
225. 

Scott, Thomas, quoted, i. 356. 

Scrivener, F. H. A., LL.D., account 
of uncial Mss. from, i. 9; esti- 
mate of Codex M by, i. 10; tes- 
timony of, concerning early docu- 
ments, i. 19; on the doxology in 
the Lord’s prayer, i. 69; on Ték- 
vwv (Matt. xi. 19), i. 93; on 
Mark xvi. 9-20, i. 254; quoted, 
i. 242, 263, 291, ii. 12, 39, 40, 
289 n. 

Severus on Mark xvi. 9-20, only a 
copyist, i. 256. 

Septuagint, rendering of Isa. xiv. 
15, in, i. 95; results of copyist’s 
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familtarity with, i141, il. 59, 311; 
cited, ii. 83 n., 94, 106, 161, 320. 

Shakespeare, a misprint from Ms. 
of, noted, i. 49,-ii.. 244. 

“Sidon,” omission of (Mark vii. 
24), % 207; construction of, in 
Mark vii. 31, i. 208. 

Silas at Antioch, ii. 113. 

“Son of God” (Mark i. 1), i. 171. 

Son of John,” ii. 12. 

“ Spirit,” reference of (John vi. 63), 
ji, 155 n. 2. 

Statements designed to prepare the 
way for subsequent statements, 
ii. 24. 

Stephen, Robert, referred to, i. 20. 

St. Gall, Switzerland, Codex A in 
monastery of, i. II. 

St. Petersburg, Codex & at, i. 9; 
Codices E (Epistles), H (Epis- 
tles) in part, I, and P (Acts, 
Epistles, and Apocalypse) at, 
i. 10; Codices T>, Te, I in part, 
OQ, II, at, i. 11. 

“Strain at” (Matt. xxiii. 24), an 
illustration of perpetuated blun- 
ders, ii. 219, 244. 

Stunica, reference to Mss. used by, 
1. 20. 

Symbols, errors from mistaking, i. 
356, 357 ii. 26. 

Syriac Version, Curetonian, charac- 
ter of, i. 20. 

Syrian Church, use of inferior Mss. 
by, i. 20. 

“Syrian readings,” examples of, 1. 
86, 91, 173; 351, ii. 166, 210. 

oriBddas, képavres (Mark xi. 8), 
i. 240. é 

cuvédaBov, meaning of, considered, 
i. 274. 
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ourndera, Paul’s use of, ii: 183. 
svoTpepomévwy (Matt. xvii. 22), i. 
« 422% 

oGua (Matt. xxvii. 58), i. 168. 

Tatian, given to abridging, i. 165; 
Diatessaron of, referred to, i. 164, 
173- 

“ Teaching of the Twelve Apostles,” 
date of, i. 68; testimony of, for 
the doxology, i. 68. 

Tenses, changes of, noted, i. 118, 
E37. LOO, s20%, l.572, (03; .1m- 
proper use of, noted, i. 149, 159, 
189, 218, 233, 238, 283, 289, 332, 
341, 361, il. 42, 48, 55, 57, 58; 
QI, 126, 127, 181, 183, 192, 197, 
232, 235, 239, 306, 309, 323. 

Tertullian, memoriter quotation by, 
1037: 

Texts, the “ best,” ii. 6. 

Textual criticism, Bengel canon of, 
cited and illustrated, 1. 48; Gries- 
bach’s canon of, cited and illus- 
trated, i. 51; calls for two classes 
of evidence, i. 53; science of, 
supposed by some to be matured, 
ii. 7; presents a field of future 
labor, ii. 9; principles of, carried 
to extremes, ii. 316. 

Textual critics, work 
needed, i. 46; considerations 

. not to be overlooked by, i. 47; 
agree on general principles, but 
differ on their application, i. 47; 
necessary qualifications of, of the 
N. T., i. 52; infatuation of some, 
iin 236;,/ 317: 

Textus Receptus, defined, i. 15; 
Stephen’s work on, referred to, 
i. 20; omission of “neither the 


of, when 
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Son,” from Matt. xxiv. 36 in, 
considered, i. 152; an important 
omission from Matt. xxvii. 49 in, 
considered, i. 164. 

Thayer’s Grimm’s Lexicon, referred 
to, i. 243 n., li. 226. 

Theophylact, opinion of, i. 78. 

Thomson, W. M., D.D., quoted, i. 
79- 

Thucydides, cited, ii. 117. 

Tichonius the Donatist, testimony 
of, on Mark xvi. 2, i. 360. 

Time, John’s mode of reckoning, 
i. 354; compared with that of 
-the other evangelists, i. 354. 

Tischendorf, Constantine, account 
of Mss. from, i. 9; opinion of, 
concerning Codex D (Epistles), 
i. 9; citations of, from Codex R, 

- i, 10; certain erroneous readings 
adopted by, i. 26, 33, 34, 35, 36 
37, 38, 40, 41, 42, 44; reason of, 
for omitting certain words, i. 36, 
i: 270% ‘adherence to received 
readings by, i. 37,83, 85, 95, 975 
103, 108, 116, 151, 154, 188, 214, 
216, 262, 270, 277, 313, 329, i. 
17, 18, 38, 44, 54, 59, 68, 80, 81, 
90, 132, 179, 206, 207, 213, 224, 
251, 256, 257, 264, 266, 302, 306, 
310, 312, 319, 321, 323; rejec- 
tion of received readings by, i. 
56, 66, 69, 76, 84, 90, 91, 92, 96, 
103, I13 n., 123, 127, 147, 151, 
178, 182, 186, 187, 188, 191, 195, 
197, 210, 216, 220, 231, 232, 234, 
245, 246, 284, 288, 293, 307, 318, 
322, 326, 344, 351, ii. 20, 28, 29, 
47, 69, 93, 94, 141, 142, 165, 189, 
190, 209, 228, 237, 245, 247, 270, 
282, 296, 304, 318, 325, 326; er- 
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roneous citation by, i. 56 n.; 
adoption of a verbosior lectio by, 
i. 85; inconsistency of, i. 234; 
opinion of, i. 2425" quoted, ii. 38, 
245, 246; genuine reading adopt- 
ed by, ii. 299. ; 

“Titus” (Acts xviii. 7), a false 
reading, ii. 119. 

Transcribers, mistakes of, i. 16, 22, 
ii, 311. 

Tregelles, S. P., LL.D., rejection of 
received readings by, i. 56, 69, 
76, 90, 96, 103, 108, 113 n., 122, 
I9I, 214, 220, 277, 288, 322, 326, 
ii. 17, 46, 69, 141, 190, 206, 282, 
314, 318; adherence to received 
readings by; i. 91, 116, 127, 151, 
152, 188, 216, 233, 270, 329, 330, 
li. 18, 20, 44, 142, 165, 179, 207, 
213, 224, 245, 266, 270, 306, 321, 
324. 

Tyre and Sidon (Mark vii. 24), i. 
207. 

6édy (Rev. xi. 5), ii. 306. 

Oeueduov (Heb. vi. 1), reference of, 
li. 261. 

Geds, omission of (Matt. xxii. 32), 
1. 145. 

@e00, omission of (John v. 44), ii. 
26. 

7a dikrva, reading of, considered, 
Tee 

tadta, overlooked by copyists, i. 
265; use of, in Luke xxiv. 11, 
i. 346; for radrd, i. 279, 280. 

TavTny, omission of (Matt. xv. 15), 
d.c1a2) 

Téxvwy, mistaken for rexv@v (Matt. 
xi. 19), i. OF. 

tls, improperly read for rls (Rom. 
viii. 24), ii. 156. 





GREEK TEXT. 


76, introducing an indirect inter- 
rogative clause, i. 225 and n. 4. 

70 lepdv (Matt. xxi. 12), i. 137. 

TOAMG, ii. 174 N. 

7d bvowa (Rev. xiii. 8), ii. 313. 

7d mvedua (Mark i, 26), omitted 
only in B, i. 35. 

rovrov, omission of (1 Cor. iii. 12), 
ii. 179. 

Tod TupAod (John ix. 6), ii. 48. 

tumiuka@s (1 Cor. x. 11), ii. 187. 

T&v épywy (James ii. 26), ii. 274. 


Uncial Mss., described, i. 9. 

Utrecht, Codex F (Gospels) in 
Public Library of, i. 10. 

vids for Svos, i. 310; meaning a dis- 
ciple, ii. 13. 

tu@v, omission of, noted, ii. 41. 

brép éxelvov, a probably lost read- 
ing, i. 319. 

bro for éri, i. 30, 95 n., 211. 


Vatican Codex, certain readings pe- 
culiar to, i. 27, 28. 

Venice, Codex U in Library of St. 
Mark’s, i. 11. 

Versions, oldest, referred to, i. 17; 
connection between Codex D 
and the Old Latin and Cureto- 
nian Syriac, i. 19; agreement 
among, an argument for a read- 
ing, i. 60, 62, 65, 69, 83, 90, 102, 
105, 163, 178, 188, 190, 202, 204, 
208, 229, 239, 241, 253, 268, 274, 
287, 315, 343, ii. 11, 16, 57, 58, 
69, 138, 169, 170, 194, 209, 220, 
221, 233, 242, 245, 246, 254, 276. 

Victor of Antioch on Mark xvi. 9- 
20, i. 256. 

Vienna, two leaves of Codex N at, 
i, 10. 


GENERAL INDEX. 


Vulgate, quoted from, ii. 289. 


Weiss, Bernhard, D.D., testimony 
of, concerning early textual cor- 
ruptions, i. 18; quoted, i. 18, 
22. 

Westcott, Canon B. F., D.D., opin- 
ion of, concerning Codex 102 
(Gospels), i. 35; versus Hort, 
il. 244, 264. 

Westcott and Hort, adherence to 
one Ms., i. 16; their reading of 
Mark i. 4, i. 21; certain addi- 
tions to the text by, i. 33, 343 
certain omissions from the text 
by, i. 36, 37, 38, 39, 66, 291, 293; 
certain modifications adopted by, 
i, 40, 41; a few readings substi- 
tuted by, for those of the 7extus 
Receptus, i. 41, 42, 43, 443 false 
reading of Matt. viii. 10 adopted 
by, i. 74; their estimate of the 
two oldest Greek Mss., i. 95 n., 
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154, il. 5, 63. consistency of, i. 
96; their manner of writing the 
contracted reflexive, ii. 63, 289, 
290, 323; reject the testimony of 
&, B in Acts vii. 7, ii. 93; quoted, 
ii. 104, 111, 244; adhere to re- 
ceived reading in Rom. xiv. 19, 
li. 169. 

Wetstein, J. J., Codex F (Gospels) 
collated by, i. 10. 

Winer, Geo. B., D.D., cited, i. 192n., 
288 n., ii. 112. 

Wolfenbiittel, Codices P (Gospels) 
and Q in Ducal Library of, i. 10. 

Wordsworth, Bishop Christopher, 
quoted, ii. 188. 


Xenophon, Anabasis of, referred to, 
i. 279; cited, ii. 143 n. 
Xpuords (Matt. xvi. 21), i. 117. 


WY, or Codex Athous Laura, refer- 
ence to, i. 39. 


Il. INDEX OF CITATIONS FROM THE 


NEW TESTAMENT. 


[Figures without any accompanying mark or letter denote passages or read- 
ings from the Text proper, more or less fully examined. Those with an asterisk 
(*) denote marginal readings noticed. Those with an obelisk (+), passages 
only briefly noted. Those followed by n., passages cited or noticed in foot- 


notes. ] 








MATTHEW. MATTHEW. MATTHEW. 
HaSy 7s Oo (LO crews Loh LG Malek 32 eetaerelearetates b O5> | K1Vineey cele ante are i. 106 
eevee aaron TM | SSeridupacta coMede nBe8}5) Malle Sas che Bolen i. 108 
ilSs eden 8 ouster lew Oe leeX let 2umeeteyetoberate ames iegtsl dat pleaieMOseeue c i. 109, I10* 
[Poe sane oppo Boa 8 Se sexs OV are crane alata THOO. RV CUA sre erties 1, vue 
di 4 Orc atetes o's aie dt ROS Ta Klee TE Givers recs tie sere i 0" |. XveiTe ioe eee L112 
ANG 2 Mais eres arenes 6 (ie || SIRO a onc oes EOOT XV QO mare ie2 2 kee 
Veudvs sles) sie ocd P1029 Sie EO err 1. 60f; OF | -XVie2ir Sacer sees res ls 
Wises crore acl arelieietel¢ TOST My Xie Da eters rere 1s 935057 4) -xVie cae aie ciate Moe Lills 
Vit22oceviscse sac TGR SNe Acs eretere stele yevere 1 G6" |oxvity Use semis i, 116 
Pe Ogacspe eodese TGOM Weexions ars erercterereter 1,96" | “xvi 2Rineeee ae £117? 
VOR amepdoGoce 1,700) 8) (SU Oem ee 1 SOTO7 Vo XVil. Ae ceeterems i, 118 
Vise} Ti diane eictenspetarer LOZ S| axlin Ay eerie LOS * sl Sxl: Deseo eee i. 119 
Ni tot RooERIR CS 8 TG Zeal Ris Olrce ceieteetes 1y'QSiap | EXVMG 205 tee rens i. 120 
NICE Eissler LOS" x1tl, 16 eerase eee 1344 xvii eos ee i F2T 
Wh Vid seeadoss il. 280% |i Sil Tom ce «onions iL 28 falls XVAo 22s cieeene in 322" 
WEN Bogs paca TPS Ra oo ones VPLOO* |) VLEET apoeretoas 8 
Ville, OW cate e Te PAN Bebe e10) Go e.qeaes o I, LOO! | "Xvill P14 eerste Thee 
VIII L Ofararet acces 1. FA* XMAS ere ails OO%s LOT 5) viele S ater rae 1. 124* 
WAI 23s eres eres 1a Yee le eibe WG eect ce 1, 1OT |) XVHIL28 yet 1125 
MRSA cot hie | Rhy Aes On geno. ees Ofer) Kk Saatal=istarabet eee 1. 126 
VIII 20 ers «pero TS) xiv 2s eee TesDO2 | eR] etetata tare 7 
INGA tones pe tse PSR be bs oe Go Ly LOQ™ My xdxs TOs jatetencteeses 1AT27 
Fay Win hearse ayer 1283 |XIVer2Oyyeenetetns Ie) LOS" S| xtc wet Ona eerie 1° 128* 
UXIOTS! vers creer Tea Wl Riven gO riers iy LOA Wil, XIXs LOU ctl ketal eS a 


INDEX OF CITATIONS. 


MATTHEW. 
KEK, 20 nota. He% i, rg2* 
KK EG. uh sees i. 133 
REG o reeks’ 6 vi i. 134 
XMAS ee veces 1,135 
Xale OMe fers i. 136 
XXIOG ow sk ens i. 136t 
XXL T2 ....000- Bo 
55's ie ean 1137 
pos WP Use i, 138 
po alw nb As i. 140* 
KRING O: Heres Vas i. 140 
KML Eee ket eo" 6 LAE 
KAM G Cer wn ewe i, 141T 
RR TS ee wes a i. 142 
XK. DBZ. we've ov 1.-143 
XXL. 27 cee i, 144 
SOL GOs oe vine i, 145 
XXL. 32..62-56 i. 145 
XXIll. Qe sees eee i. 1477 
KREIS DA. cic eeie's i. 148 
XR, EZ cic ees i. 149 
EX. TQ. s.r i, 150 


Xxili. 35..---i. 152 n. 
xxiii. 38. 1. 151*, 309T 


XXIV. 31 ..-.--> i. T50% 
XKIV. 36...---+ i. 152 
XXIV. 38 .---6-- i. 153 
XXIV. 42. eee i. 155 
xxiv. 48 ...---- i. 156 
XXV. 2eeeeeeees 1. 157 
XXVi. 20 . 22-6: i. 159 
EXVL. 53 eceeees i. 160 
XXVi. 69 ..---++ 1.2727, 
XEVI) Giaese eee e i, 161* 
XKVIL. 5. eee eee i, 161 
XXVIl. 24...---- ieeLo2™ 
XXVil. 28....+. i, 162* 
XXVil. 4Q...---- LEeA 
XXVii. 58....5-% i, 168 
XXVIii, 2.220 e os i, 169 





MATTHEW. 
REVO. ns 1S L7O" 
MARK. 

LARS ere vs aya 
Naiceni craic isha sisi Med Wy fl bed 
Tavs Serstepoi eet 173 
US Goceamie sess 1-174 
rot & Vo ee 1.175 
TOE Aye cvetel¥ierers i. 176 
TT Ossie ween i. 34, 41 
1410} Zl«.wainmien i. 35T 
TDG foratwiateree ere 1177 
LAZO a cslorrelvieie 12727 
Le ZOhers one Weise i. 178 
TRADI sooo sewes i. 178 
TA areca s Ingo hit 
TAY Vetoes even i. 179 
LOA aa, ero here i. 180 
Lig Sao ex Sis O56 i. 180 
ii 4. .i. 354) 4115 181* 
Ligne aves snows ge ere ic 357 
BigP U2 vewre cre mis e¢ 1152 
Figg Scie show i. 184 
DigW Gins. « setenie sie * i. 184 
PIs korsicloreneisvee i. 186 
LISP SO Vane Wiors weve i. 367 
Ge ee i. 36t 
fie 14,105.06 i, 188* 
HLIS, DG pr sca Wiwiaie's i, 188 
RAZ Ere Sais ewes s i. 42T 
W125 sees oe ee i. 189 
BIW 20 om veers i. 190 
He 28) gas wee sie i. 144f 
GIN ZOaeree emis ee i, 190 
Tite Os ny wees i. 207 
[EGO sai aiene@en 15337 
HLS Some eos 33h 
aby (Oe ce i. 193, 236T 
his, Nee cee i. 277, 144T 
IV. 21.-se000 i. 95 n. 
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MARK. 
VEO esnmicieseles sheets i. 36 
Wate 7evorbenet y= tea. i. 194 
ie Asoo ogdpade i. 195 
Vat haiti linwebe rekon TelO7, 
VTA sraictes i. 40f, 197* 
VIZ eee 1.098 
Wb 2Oterakyeyets eek i. 199* 
Wily ZEN ce i. 36f 
Vie 205) GO seasons ctv i. 42f 
Vie BihoBdooases i. 199 
VIGEZG velcvaiisus veut oak i. 40F 
Wie hus torres wie! i. 201 
Nila 4) sie ieveis i. 201*, 202 
2 bbe eerie 
203 
WI. TOs cidjeiyeie = i. 203* 
vii. 19 ...-i. 22f, 204 
MUO ZA. ioveleievereie i 207* 
Vii. 28 ...-2+.-1. 210 
Wals <3 Qiev sinew er i, 210 
vil. 31 ...i. 208f, 212 
Vii. 35 «- «oie 337, 212 
Vil. 37 eee cee: 1 PE 
VIAL Gem i0r0!9%0r = «el i. 42f 
VLIS \Opssrorelioneitsie/s"° i. 360 
Vllls YPaooodeaccs i. 26 
Vills MO. c cavers Lire 
Wilke D5 sso wie i. 361 
Vii1 eNO) c foimyeve' ole sly Par eh 
Vill. 17. see's «- Ae 2H 
Vili. 20...+-4+- 1, 215 
VUL. 22 awwiis o0m)e i. 42T 
Vilin2 Settee lbs. 250i 
Ville) wrote casera i, 216 
Ville 37a 0 oe seis i, 218 
BEN Uk ayeraveeene oe i, 219 
Ate L Motey ch oye cierto 1, 220 
ib ew) iu) Ge areas 1, 222 
Axgatd’ cre nne ewes i. 40f 
IKE Zim = wssyslele i, 224 


346 THE 
MARK. 

Sb 6 OF le nee 1s Ore 1, 227 
Xeno Olatetstareenete re i, 228 
tht 29) ono oanc i, 228 
TKS AO leaves ase ve i. 229 
yn Ocknc ola coil Spot 
5S accent xt i. 232* 
Ke ZO Pe tteie sietatate i. 43f 
Ks 3 Uso aiet oFolotsrenaters i. 41f 
Kear etateteletetereiete 1-233 
KAA catetarcierens i. 234 
IMG re icteye lite siete 1.23% 
RIS Sh ated i. 240 
KIS225 2338 tees i. 43T 
RITA ste ster oti ale i. 241 
xii. 9, 17, 26, : 

27) 30; an at 
NUAST ERE es hor: i. 243 
XII 3 Os averersieranas i. 144F 


xiii. 6, 7,9, 22,23. .i. 38f 


KILTYS We Series 1. 244 
poling) hers nae i, 244 
XUW2 2st i, 245 
Bath, Ah soc nono i. 246 
MGS Sie cess i, 246* 
XIVE2 Aoant aces i. 43t 
MIVA a teceee i. 247 
XIVI 59830; 31 syste oh 
RIVAT SE on ess 00 i. 41f 
XIVE SE Pecaige nes i, 247 
XIV GB as ccierss i, 248 
KIVA O8Fsm acres i. 249* 
XIV 72) dietetas sere i. 249 
RVG Sheets ee i. 44t 
KV141 20,93 Oreo wis iP 30h 
XVNIG Ss oe i. 44f, 1590+ 
XVetSiawene cre i. 250 
RVIMI2Q5asneeees Est 
Veto Stn i. 44f, 353 
KVASA es hee eewe 1.274 
XVS13O deasvawls vel, 251 
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MARK. 


NV OAA Me ial eens i. 236¢ 
KVe overs a i, 28f, 253 
XVIP2) sees SO 


xvi. 9-20. .i. 39T, 253 


LUKE, 
LaQONe gtectnsoere 1272 
LZ Shao i, 261 
1D GS Se sreegraiers i. 262 
Tip D5 tele aor Givers i, 265 
NT een Bariae i, 265 
ADIL Polar ote laNoree i, 266 
WAS 2O ihe iets oitele i, 267 
Va Rouatels’ tetr iakate i. 267 
iVAs, Headtvewas i. 268 
NEU iS cme Saccc i, 269 
IV. 44....1. 114 n, 270* 
Veldieicteva a corse 1279 
Volivae she niece i278) 
VilQihicteke Seek 1. 202 
VoE 7. cee cec ns 1, 274 
Veggie aaee werk i. 275 
VisMe. 31. 1521.5). 276 
Vin Olosec ocee ec i. 278 
Wieagictne nis Saree i. 279 
VIS2ZO es aetse eres 1. 270f 
Yl Balsa see heats i. 280 
VISBE Sam see i. 281* 
VIPAS He ceodie-s i, 281 
WAG Bete acta ears i. 74F 
VINO! So savers Fae i. 74F 
VHA #2 S5 6. i. 283 
VILA? ioe oom Ae i. 284 
VUNG SO Ferd aes i, 285 
VULNS Mean satgre i. 285 
MINS Grd some: i. 286 
WAI} Of shaves: era, ates L237 
Vill 2). 2 Pond eo 
Vil 20} 97 Sheers i. 288 
Netter Mo Son nae i, 288 





LUKE. 
Wille Qiu <siatetere i. 289 - 
VE AD aoe i, 289* 
Vili. 45...i. 290*, 291 
Bel EO i. 293* 
IxSMOic.< 1. 5174; 203 
aK RE te arndeees i. 296 
TXCERO ae stateree se fe i. 229 
Lit Soret thas as i. 297* 
Ben Ghiawaraacts i. 298 
TRNGD aah oclartelas i. 299f 
SILT estate ete i, 299* 
X. 15..1. 93f, 95t, 299 
RNAP Las Sader i. 300 
KEW sae ishsloters i. 301F 
KAJ ora wee i. 300 
RAZOirte shee nas i. 301 
NaGEy Ais ete where i. 302* 
XLSEE era gen i. 303* 
XI Sq eideins dig ne i. 304 
KIALZ 5 set olson i. 306 
MBSA eats i. 307 
KUIP 25 ois Sraicictd i, 308f 
XU 27.7.) crete i. 308 
KUMEH GG, chimera ae i. 308 
HAVA ate'w eter ele ss i. 310* 
KIVA state te eres i312 
XVENOR ates os i. 31g 
NYceL tele seriat 4 i. 313 
KVR MT eeateretahaete i. 314 
KY. 2h Sse Sevier ae IAA Teh 
ROG ers ens i. 315 
XVIST2 0s otsor i. 316% 
XViseE Saeeie ete cles i. 317 
RVI Sasa 1. 317 
XVURIGS suite ae ll. 44F 
RVIN ZO cease i. 280 
AVMs TA coed eee gro 
MIKSISh- Lee i, 320 
XiKP2Om oooh i. 320 


INDEX OF CITATIONS. 


LUKE. 
Kix 29; 3O.nc5 1. 321 
KI <i eee = i. 321 
KK Foe erercdeis/ 0% i322 
XKHLO ps ns are 0% 1. 323 
as Gate Ste reisie'e i. 324 
XXi. 34, 35----- i. 325 
XxkI530-0.-5 i. 326, dzs 
SRR Orr 6 <10)% «) i. 328 
XK) (20> .5.-- i, 329* 
KK GE. ci2'4e 5) i. 330 
xxii. 43, 44..--- i. 330 
XXII]. IQ ...--0- 1. 332 
XX 26....-.0 i. 334T 
MRI LO sate ino" > i. 144F 
RR G25 oes i. 335T 
SKUs, Forse ys i333 
xxiii. 34... 332f, 334* 
SHEN SR e. cw oe 1d 335 
xxiii, 38 .....-- Loy 
KKM A 2 yore sare) i. 339* 
HIS 43.6 2 ewes i. 32h 
XXilL. 45-----6 i. 340 
XXiL. 47 .2----- i. 341 
XML AQ. vs oe i. 343 
xxiv. 3, 6, 9...-i. 344* 
XXIV. I0....-00» 1. 345 
pot AS © een i. 346 
XXIV. 12...02.65 i. 344* 
XXIV. I7..5-- 00 i. 348 
KAT orcs sie i. 349 
XXIV. 27Jo.-ee ees ie 3427, 
xxiv. 36, 40 ...-i. 344* 
xxiv. 47 --i. 207, 351* 
xxiv. 51, 52 .---i. 344* 
XXIV. 53 -+-++e> i. 351 
- JOHN. 
Ly Wise eco? ge. 
bat (Sa Sea oO Habs 


1. iBOine eer os 2. i. 354f 








JoHN. 
Ledeen iy LIA N.llh2 
AAO bgetants,ec.0'0s ii. 14 
MeN ogo manson ii, 14 
TS DY of we s'-)-1-'- ii, 15 
nh gleede ere Aes ii. 16 
vie in Same cogs ii. 17 
ja: (Seq ORICeG iiwi7* 
The) LOS. cyss.% wens ii, 18 
MUON 2 ag essje.5 Cie ii. 19 
ite in eenGeoe ii. 19* 
Live Olepetera’=vereterale i. 354T 
EVE Oe laste arse) ii. 20* 
ive Fisele ated 272 
EVe lh 2ietr «6s <<) i. 354T 
Wot Jubilee ye sic ii, 21 
Vig $y Acie sc ii, 21 
MAA ais sors 32s 5:2 ii. 26* 
Wis wE Acton wie pare oie ii. 27* 
Vi. 37, 39---++-> ii. 74F 
VIL4T geese oss" li. 27 
Vi. SLs eee ee cece ii. 28 
vi. 63...-- ii. 155 n. 2 
1 Gy) So obDe noone ii. 30 
VATED deteserets%ee's'2 i, 2727 
Vili O orien psc + 11-33" 
Vile 42 sees cess li. 37 
Vilied Oleg: o.g.0 cells 
vii. 53-Viii. 11...1i. 39* 
vill. 38...-.--+-- ii. 41 
Vill. 39.---+++0- li. 42 
Ville 44. .0ee eee ii. 44* 
Thy 5G. oo eo ii. 46 
1Xe OSjatin sins = ots il. 47 
IRLG ae os oes 1.237% 
Ke WGioo.s sviene ots\» ii. 48* 
Kae eteiete at ii, 49*, 49 
KiB). jeieie a ee as i. 190 
oY, een oe eee ii. 50* 
Kee Boks e-siene iste’ ii. 51 
XIROR At se syia3° i. 354T 





JoHN 
hah Aare everepey pers li. 52 
TLAPA IG feller seers <23) 2 li. 52 
XL. 5322s cence li. 53 
XL. 54 eee e ee eees ll. 54 
o 80 ¥ NCCI re ii. 54 
KU 2,3) w/syepoyemnisasi li. 57 
Sate Wy age saodS ii. 57 
Kis 2) jee peseie ts <r ii. 31f 
Mis 1S .yejsser.s)s10,2 ii. 59 
Kili, 220. ween ii. 59 
Mil 2 Bo yecees eves ii, 60 
KITA 2 Alassio lecete ge ii. 60 
Milde 2 Oe sinus oiesers ii. 31f 
Xill32\eersienie ii, 62, 63 
XIV. 45 Hae oe eee ii. 64 
XAWeh7 = ocoie syisingese ii. 65 
KIVA EA oe at eee ii. 66 
KIVi22elays sire li. 31f 
XVeLT Ce eicye cs ee ii, 67 
KVin4 wesc sielei ii. 68 
NVMEZS pee ielenie oe ii. 69 
S Quitlae eRe sae ii. 74f 
XVI. 3 voce eee es ii. 71 
XVIL. 4 wees see es ii. 72 
XVI 510.1. sss ii. 74 
XVily LI, 12... ii. 73 
XVILIZT oe oe ss ii. 76 
XVHL.24 ooo ee ees a7 7) 
KVM OMe esis cic ii. 74T 
XVili. 40.4... i, 114 n. 
Le 7 een forte ii. 78 
xix. 14.-..1. 353 354 
xix. 31-37 «+--+ i, 166F 
abe 2¥5 GOES De on i. 1657 
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